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Abstract

People’s perception of others’ experienced emotions as a function of the others’ status

Roberto Di Fazio, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 1999

High- relative to low-status individuals have greater prestige and are provided
greater deference. The present research addressed the hypotheses that the status of
individuals determines for others a) the likelihood of the individuals encountering specified
emotion-eliciting situations, and b) the emotions they will experience following their
encounter of the elicitors. In Study 1, participants rated the likelihood of high and low-
status individuals encountering specific emotion-eliciting situations. As expected,
participants considered lower status individuals as more likely to encounter the negative
elicitors of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness, along with surprise elicitors. Higher status
individuals were perceived as more likely to encounter the happiness elicitors. Results for
the love elicitors were mainly in keeping with expectations that high- and low-status
individuals are perceived as equally likely to encounter love elicitors. In Studies 2 and 3,
participants rated the emotional experience of high- and low-status individuals following
their encounter of the negative and positive elicitors considered in Study 1, and surprise.
Participants perceived that following the encounter of negative elicitors, high- relative to
low-status individuals experience more anger, disgust, and surprise. No difference
emerged in participants’ perception of high- and low-status individuals’ emotional
experience following their encounter of surprise elicitors. Participants perceived that

following the encounter of positive elicitors low- relative to high-status individuals



experience more fear and surprise. Study 4 addressed an alternative explanation for the
results of Studies 2 and 3. With few exceptions, a group conflict perspective was not
capable of explaining the results of Studies 2 and 3. Overall, the present studies further
clarify how the status of individuals affects how they are perceived by others. Peoples’
perceptions of high- and low-status individuals’ emotional experience seem best explained
from a perspective that considers both the potency of the emotion experienced and the

status of the individual who is described to have encountered an elicitor.
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People’s perception of others’ experienced emotions as a function of the others’ status

A major focus in social psychology has been emotional experience and the process
which leads to it. Of particular interest has been the identification of situational factors that
may lead people to experience different emotions (Clore, Schwarz, & Conway, 1994).
Consistency has been found across cultures with regard to which emotion will be
experienced following a particular situation (e.g., Scherer, Wallbott, & Summerfield,
1986). These consistencies are assumed to be reflected in peoples’ knowledge. Peoples’
implicit or unspoken knowledge of emotions is believed to be universal (Plutchik, 1980).
The theoretical focus in much of this earlier research in social psychology was on the
identification of distinguishing and overlapping features of emotional experience, not on
the individual social actor. Alternatively, research (e.g., Roseman, 1984) as well as day-to-
day experiences, would suggest that not all individuals experience the same emotion
following the encounter of a particular situation. The present research shifts attention to
the actor, and does so with a social perception methodology. The present research focuses
on how people perceive the emotions that others may experience as a function of the
others’ status. Status was selected as a social context factor as it defines in many respects
people’s social and psychological lives.

Universal antecedents of emotion

Scherer and his colleagues have completed systematic research on universal
antecedents of emotion (Scherer et al., 1986). The participants in their studies were asked
to provide verbal reports of recalled emotional situations that they have experienced,
including details of the eliciting situations. While the elicitors that were produced were

broad in range, they maintained a similar theme. The seemingly predictable and singular



pathway for determining experienced emotion was attributed to a pre-determined
sequence through which organisms progress by detecting a stimulus which is considered
potentially significant and therefore requires processing (Scherer, 1984a, 1984b).
Singularity of emotional experience

Scherer’s model parallels others in that when an underlying theme is recognized,
for example, harm or benefit, a pre-determined emotion is believed to be experienced (see
aiso Ekman, 1984; Smith & Lazarus, 1990). Scherer (1994a) recognizes that some events
are universal in terms of the emotions they elicit, that is, certain external situations make
life better or worse for human beings. Given the resemblance between peoples’ internal
body structure, emotional responses to important environmental events are believed to be
similar across individuals (Ellsworth, 1994; Frijda, 1994). Ellsworth (1994) notes that with
universal antecedents the expected positive or negative valence of the experienced
emotion is reliably observed (see also Ellsworth, 1994; Lazarus, 1994). In contrast,
specifying the experienced emotion beyond its expected valence has not been very evident.
When one begins to analyze more complex emotions (e.g., shame), knowledge of culture
specific factors of the individual will assist in determining the nature of the eliciting event
(Scherer, 1994a).

Abstract elicitors and basic emotions

The universalistic approach lacks the ability to explain the link between the full
range of situations and the richness of experienced emotions as it only addresses abstract
situations and simple or basic emotions.

Limitations of abstract elicitors. Abstract situations lack detail (Lazarus, 1994).

Consider for example the fear antecedent of encountering an immediate, concrete, and



overwhelming physical danger. The abstract level at which such an eliciting situation is
described does not take into account how antecedents can vary in idiosyncratic ways in
terms of the individual, social group, or culture (Ekman, 1994). In addition, a particular
individual’s elicitors related to the experience of a specific emotion can be quite different
from the abstract elicitors which are considered universal for emotion (Ekman, 1984).

Limitations of basic emotions. Simple or basic emotions represent only a subset of

those emotions which can be experienced (Scherer, 1994a). It has been argued that basic
emotions are associated with specific biological structures and they are believed to be
more likely found across cultures and species (Ekman, 1992; Ortony & Turner, 1990;
Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987). Basic emotions such as anger, disgust,
fear, and sadness are thought to follow from basic eliciting themes. Complex emotions,
such as guilt and shame, follow eliciting situations in which norms, values, and cultural
practices become important factors (Scherer, 1994a). From an empirical perspective, with
a concentration on basic emotions, one would search for universals in expression,
physiology, and in the antecedent events (Ortony & Turner. 1990). For example, fear may
account for the reaction of flight or immobility following the appraisal of an inescapable
threat.

[ssues surrounding basic emotions. A number of issues have arisen in the research
on basic emotions. One such issue has been the identification of specific basic emotions.
There is no certainty as to the exact number of basic emotions (Clore, Schwartz, &
Conway, 1994; Ortony & Turner, 1990). There has been considerable variability in the lists
that have been published by researchers in this area. The number of basic emotions has included

six (Ekman, Friesen, & Ellsworth, 1972), eight (Plutchik, 1980), and ten (Izard, 1971). In



addition, Clore et al. (1994) note that some of the terms designated as basic emotions, for
example, interest (Izard, 1971), have been considered questionable as to whether they
qualify as emotions (Clore & Ortony, 1988). Nevertheless, good agreement has been
noted with regard to the basic nature of some emotions (e.g., anger and fear, Clore et al.,
1994).
Prototype approach versus a classical definition of emotion

The prototype approach is concerned with how people mentally represent categories
(Rosch, 1973a; 1973b). The prototype approach is rooted in the view that many categories of
language are vague in nature and it has been used in the area of emotions (e.g., Shaver et al.,
1987). The lack of clarity or “fuzziness™ by which categories are best defined suggests that
emotion categories do not have sharp boundaries, thus it would be unlikely that emotions
would be defined by a classical definition (Fehr & Russell, 1984). Fehr and Russell (1984)
considered that a classical definition would entail that “concepts can be precisely defined
by one or more individually necessary and jointly sufficient features™ (p. 465). As such,
each category member should have all the defining features of the category and by
consequence, should be easily distinguished from non-group members (Russell, 1991).

Benefits of a prototypical representation of emotion

Emotion categories are better characterised by a gradual, but specifiable transition from
membership to non-membership (Fehr & Russell, 1984; Russell, 1980; 1991). The fuzzy
category of emotion can be defined by “a prototype - an abstract image or set of features
representing the best, most representative, most typical example of the category” (p. 1062;
Shaver et al., 1987). Different antecedent situations are part of the prototype for a specific

emotion and can have varying degrees of resemblance to one another. These situations also



vary in their proximal relationship to the core features of the emotion prototype (Kelley, 1983;
Shaver et al., 1987). The prototype approach also allows for the hierarchical relations
between emotions to be addressed. Shaver et al. (1987) identified anger, fear, sadness,
surprise, happiness, and love as basic prototype emotions. For everyday purposes, basic
levels of categorization are used (p. 201; Rosch, 1978). The basic level of categorization
“makes sharp enough distinctions between ordinary categories of objects and events but
without referring to details that are unnecessary given the purpose at hand” (see also
Schwartz & Shaver, 1987). In addition, viewing emotion categories from a hierarchical
perspective allows for an individual to make finer distinctions within an emotion category
(Schwartz & Shaver, 1987). For example, at the subordinate level fear could be
subdivided into apprehension and panic (Fehr & Russell, 1984; Russell, 1991). Results
suggested that as terms progressed from peripheral (e.g., respect) to central (e.g.,
happiness) members of the prototype, there was increased agreement as to whether a term
was an emotion.

The appraisal process

Cognitive appraisal allows individuals to attach personal significance to an event,
that is, individuals react to their interpretation of a situation rather than the situation itself
(Arnold, 1960; Epstein, 1984; Frijda, 1993b; Lazarus, 1994: Lazarus et al., 1970; Roseman,
1984, 1991; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990; Scherer, 1988; Shaver et al., 1987; Smith &
Ellsworth, 1985; Smith & Lazarus, 1990). A situation and its features are evaluated by the
actor with regard to their appetitive or aversive quality (Clore, 1994; Roseman, 1984) and in
terms of relevance to the actor’s goals, needs, or concerns (Frijda, 1993b, 1994; Frijda,

Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989; Lazarus et al., 1970; Roseman et al., 1990; Scherer, 1988,



1994b; Shaver et al., 1987).

Appraisal theory and emotional experience

In the prototype approach, a variety of eliciting situations are associated with a
respective emotion. This is similar to appraisal theory which considers that a specific emotional
experience can follow the encounter of a number of elicitors. The correspondence between an
eliciting situation and what emotions people experience is determined by the particular manner
in which the situation is appraised by the individual. An individual engages in the process of
cognitive appraisal after encountering an eliciting situation and prior to their experiencing an
emotion. Frijda (1993b), Lazarus, Averill, and Opton (1970), and Roseman (1984) believe
emotions can occur anytime after the process of appraisal has been initiated.

Emotional experience as an outcome of appraisal

The appraisal approach allows for individuals to experience a number of emotions
(Frijda, 1993a; Lazarus, 1994; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). An individual can experience
different emotions following the encounter of the same situation as a result of the situation
being appraised differently. In addition, an event can evoke an emotion at one point in
time but have no, little, or a greater emotional consequence at another point in time. An
event can evoke an emotion in one individual but not in another if the event is appraised
differently. Finally, two or more individuals who have perceived different events in the same
manner have been noted to have experienced the same emotion (Roseman, 1991).

Limitations of past research on the i

Past research in the area of appraisal has been noted to have paid little direct attention

to the context of the situation (e.g., home, work) or the characteristics of the individual

(e.g., status, occupation, gender) who has experienced the emotion (Manstead & Tetlock,



1989). Appraisal theory has instead focused on the individual’s appraisal of a situation, in
the abstract. Nevertheless, the appraisal approach has allowed researchers to examine how
a particular stimulus can mean one thing to one individual and be viewed completely
differently by another individual, for example, the breakup of a long-term relationship
(Frijda, 1994; Roseman, 1991; Smith & Lazarus, 1990). The early 1980s saw a surge in
the number of researchers who sought to add to the information dealing with appraisal
criteria in hopes of identifying the elicitors of emotions and the manner in which emotions
are differentiated (e.g., Rosemas, 1984).

Scherer’s stimulus evaluation check process

A good example of the appraisal process is Scherer’s (1984a; 1984h: 1988)
stimulus evaluation check process. The stimulus evaluation check process was divided into
five stages. In the first three stages, individuals evaluate a stimulus in terms of its novelty,
intrinsic pleasantness, and goal significance. In the last two stages, individuals determine
their ability to cope with the stimulus and whether the stimulus is compatible with their
own internalized norms or standards. To illustrate the stimulus evaluation check process,
Scherer and his colleagues (e.g., Scherer, Summerfield, & Wallbott. 1983) have used
abstract events as examples of emotion antecedents. Scherer explains that in developing
his model he assumed that stages pertinent to the survival of individuals must occur and
that these stages must be capable of verification early in the stimulus evaluation check
process (Scherer, 1984a).

Stages of the stimulus evaluation check process
In the novelty check stage, individuals determine whether the elicitor was expected

or unexpected at a general level as it pertains to the suddenness, familiarity, and



predictability of the event. In the intrinsic pleasantness check stage, individuals determine
whether the eliciting event induces approach or avoidance tendencies independent of the
event’s relevance to their motives or goals. In the goal significance check stage,
individuals evaluate a stimulus in terms of whether it serves to advance or hinder their
achieving a specific goal or need which they consider high in priority at that time, identify
the consistency of their actual state with their expected state, identify the likelihood of an
event occurring, and determine the urgency with which an appropriate behavioral response
is perceived to be required. The fourth stage is the coping potential check. In this stage,
individuals determine the cause of the elicitor, their ability to “control - the likelihood that
an event can be prevented or brought about or its consequences changed by natural events
known to the individual” and the power available to them, that is, “the likelihood that the
individual is actually able (either by his own means or with the help of others) to influence
a potentially controllable event” (p. 103; Scherer, 1988). In addition, in this stage
individuals determine their ability to cope with the final outcome as a result of internally
restructuring goals or priorities. In the last stage, the compatibility with standards check,
individuals determine whether their reactions to the elicitor will be in keeping with their

own self-concept and social norms and in what manner.

Understanding emotional experience by way of the stimulus evaluation check process
Scherer claims that separate emotional experiences can theoretically be understood
in terms of the stages in his stimulus evaluation check process (see also Epstein, 1984,
Shaver et al., 1987). For example, the experience of surprise can change to anger when an
individual in the third stage perceives an unexpected obstacle to their goal or need. The

degree to which individuals progress through Scherer’s process is achieved through



maturity. That is, as individuals mature they become capable of experiencing more
complex emotions. For example, he notes that the age of onset at which surprise is
experienced is between 1-3 years whereas the age of onset for contempt is between 15-18
years (Scherer, 1984a). These findings suggest that differentiation of antecedent situations
through experienced emotions is a consequence of the maturation process (Scherer,
1984a).
Self- and social perception of emotion

Past research on universal antecedents, emotion prototypes or basic emotions, and
the appraisal process has focused largely on individuals’ self-perception of emotion.
Recent research has demonstrated that similar elements are involved in the social
perception of emotion. Shaver and colleagues (1987; Study 2) have shown that people’s
understanding of the underlying relation between the eliciting situation and individuals’
emotional experience is essentially the same in cases of self-perception and social
perception.

Empirical evidence demonstrating the similarity between self- and social perception

In Shaver et al.’s research, participants in one (self-perception) condition provided
descriptions of actual emotion episodes in which they had been involved. The participants
were asked to provide a detailed recounting of the emotion episode, its duration. the
method of resolution, and what caused it to change or subside. Participants in a second
(social perception) condition were asked to provide their perception of typical emotion
episodes. That is, the participants were asked their impressions of what typically happens
when someone becomes afraid, sad, angry, joyful, or loving. Overall, participants’

descriptions for self- and social perception were found to be similar which suggests that a
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generic script-like representation exists for the basic emotions that were addressed in
Shaver et al.’s research.

Perceived power

In the area of self-perception, individuals’ position of strength or weakness, that is,
their power, has been recognized as an important dimension in the appraisal process of
eliciting situations (Roseman, 1984).

Roseman’s conceptualization of power

The dimension of legitimacy was one of the original five dimensions described in
Roseman’s 1979 study (as cited in Roseman, 1984). Legitimacy was later replaced by
power in his 1984 revision. Power was defined on a continuum which ranged from weak
to strong. Power reflected the amount of strength an individual believed the self to possess
in a given situation.

Roseman’s appraisal model

In his 1984 revision, Roseman hypothesized that individuals who believe
themselves to have great social power will experience frustration when faced with an
event that is inconsistent with their motives. In addition, when individuals perceive that
another person has caused a motive-inconsistent event the experienced emotion will be
anger. In contrast, the theory states, less powerful individuals will experience fear when
confronted by a motive-inconsistent event that resuits in an uncertain outcome. In
addition, when individuals perceive the outcome as certain they will experience sadness,
distress, or disgust. Furthermore, when weaker individuals are confronted by a motive-
inconsistent event that is believed to be caused by another person, the individuals will

experience dislike.
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Testing Roseman’s model of appraisal. Roseman et al. (1990) addressed the
analysis of his appraisal model for six of these emotions (excluding dislike) as well as other
emotions. Participants were asked to recall situations in which they had experienced each
of the emotions. They were then asked to rate the aspect of the event which had led to
their feeling the respective emotion in terms of five appraisal dimension measures. Results
from this study indicated the appraisal dimension of power did not differentiate between
the experienced emotions.

Revising Roseman’s model of appraisal. In later work,. Roseman and his colleagues
(see Rosemnan, Antoniou, & Jose, 1996) compared and tested several alternative appraisal
theories. Their results led to suggested revisions of appraisal theories. Specific to the
power dimension Roseman et al. (1996) stated that the most prominent feature was not an
appraisal of one’s own power. They posited that what differentiates emotional experience
is an individual’s perceived ability to control or change the stimulus. As a result of their
work, Roseman et al. (1996) offered a more comprehensive and empirically grounded
revision of Roseman’s (1984) emotion system. In their revision, they hypothesized that
when an individual who perceives the self to have low control potential experiences a
motive-inconsistent event, the emotions experienced are fear, distress, and sadness. [n
contrast, they hypothesized that when an individual who perceives the self to have high
control potential experiences a motive-inconsistent event, the emotions experienced are
disgust and frustration. In addition, when a motive-inconsistent event is experienced by an
individual who perceives the self to have low control potential and who believes the event
to be caused by another, the emotion experienced is dislike. [n contrast, when a motive-

inconsistent event is experienced by an individual who perceives the self to have high
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control potential and who believes the event as caused by another, the emotions
experienced are anger and contempt. The dimension of power is important in Roseman’s
view of the appraisal model in that it assists in discriminating between the emotions that
certain individuals are expected to experience.

Perceived status

The present research focuses on peoples’ perceptions of others’ experienced
emotions following their encounter of emotion-eliciting situations. One of the factors that
may influence how people perceive others’ emotions is through the perceived status of the
observed individual.

Defining status

Status differences are a characteristic of peoples’ social lives and are an underlying
dimension in social structure (Lonner, 1980). Higher status individuals have more prestige,
are more frequently the object of others’ deference, and have more power to control their
own and others’ outcomes (Dépret & Fiske, 1993; Kemper, 1978, 1984; Ng, 1980;
Thibaut & Riecken, 1955). This manner of characterizing status is the one adopted by
Conway, Pizzamiglio, and Mount (1996). Conway et al. (1996) differentiated status by
using markers such as priority access to resources while keeping status independent of
occupation, social role, and gender cues. The approach used by Conway et al. (1996) to
differentiate status will also be employed in this research.

Target emotions

The current studies address seven emotions: anger, fear, disgust, sadness, surprise,

happiness, and love. Six of these emotions are prototypical emotions (i.e., anger, fear, sadness,

surprise, happiness, and love) identified by Shaver et al. (1987) and they are considered to
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occupy the basic level of the emotion category. These six emotions are in keeping with
researchers’ past work wherein basic emotions were identified (e.g., Epstein, 1984; Febr &
Russell, 1984; Izard, 1991). Shaver et al. (1987) acknowledged difficulties in including the
term “surprise” as an emotion (see also Izard, 1977; Roseman, 1984). The rationale behind the
inclusion of surprise was that it had been so often designated as a basic emotion term by
emotion theorists. The present research will also study peoples’ perceptions of disgust. The
emotion of disgust was included to address specific issues (Smith, 1993) that are elaborated
below. The emotion of disgust has been shown by Shaver et al. (1987) to be a particular
subcategory of anger: “in the adult emotion lexicon it becomes metaphorically transformed into
a type of anger akin to contempt” (p. 1069; see also Russell & Fehr, 1994). In the past, disgust
has been considered to be a basic emotion by many emotion theorists as a result of its
association with a distinct facial expression and connection to innate reactions to bad tastes and
smells (Ekman, 1992; Ekman, Sorensen, & Friesen, 1969; Ekman, Friesen. & Ellsworth, 1982;
[zard, 1977).
The present studies

Similar to the work of Conway et al. (1996) the present research investigated how
the status of an individual affects peoples’ perceptions of that individual. The central
proposition of the present research was that people would endorse different intensities of
experienced emotion for individuals of high- and low-status following their encounter of
emotion-eliciting events, and that these discrepancies would be linked to the individual’s
status. In order to adequately examine this difference in endorsement it was necessary to
conduct a preliminary study. Study 1 examined the way in which an individual’s status

may influence others’ beliefs regarding the perceived likelihood of that individual
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encountering different emotion-eliciting situations. Studies 2 and 3 addressed participants’
perception of the emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their
encounter of the same eliciting situations. Study 4 addressed participants’ perceptions as
to who caused the elicitors encountered by individuals of high- and low-status. The
elicitors were for the seven emotions of anger, disgust, fear, sadness, surprise, happiness,
and love. The emotion-eliciting situations which are addressed in the present research are
those which may occur in everyday social contexts and in which status may play a role.
Study 1

The purpose of Study 1 was to address the hypothesis that low- and high-status
individuals are perceived by people to be differentially exposed to emotion-eliciting situations.
Low- as compared to high-status individuals are less privileged and have less control over
the outcome of situations (Dépret & Fiske, 1993; Ng, 1980; Ridgeway & Johnson, 1990).
High- as compared to low-status individuals are considered happier (Kemper, 1978;
Sachdev & Bourhis, 1987), to prefer to belong to the high-status group (Sachdev &
Bourhis, 1987), and to expect pleasant events to be directed to oneself (Kemper, 1978;
Smith-Lovin, 1990). By their social position, low-status individuals are considered to have
less control over their outcomes and subject to the behavior of high-status others. A
potential consequence is that of high-status individuals subjecting low-status individuals to
unfair, inappropriate, and aggressive (Thibaut & Riecken, 1955) behavior. In addition,
higher status individuals, by the framework they impose, are considered to define the
activities and choices of those with lower status (Hewitt, 1991).

Hypotheses
The rationale of Study 1 is that people are aware of the relative advantages,
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disadvantages, and constraints facing low- and high-status individuals. Consequently, it
was hypothesized that low- relative to high-status individuals are perceived to more
frequently experience elicitors which elicit anger, disgust, fear, sadness, and surprise (e.g., the
fear elicitor of anticipating social rejection); high- relative to low-status individuals are
perceived to more frequently experience elicitors which elicit happiness (e.g., receiving
respect). Finally, no status effect was expected for participants’ judgements regarding the
occurrence of eliciting situations of love for high- and low-status individuals. Love is an
emotion that is felt especially toward partners and family members (Fehr, 1988), which are
relationships that are generally defined within one (socioeconomic) status group (Argyle,
1994).
Source of elicitors

The elicitors for Study | were mainly based on the prototype research of Shaver et al.
(1987). Other sources were used to compliment this work and to provide a base for the
creation of the remaining situations (Frijda et al.. 1989: Roseman et al., 1996; Roseman,
Wiest, & Swartz, 1994: Scherer, 1988; Shaver et al.. 1987; Smith, 1993; Smith &
Ellsworth, 1985).

Method

Participants

Participants were recruited at the Concordia University cafeterias. Recruitment of
students occurred in the two on-campus cafeterias frequented mainly by undergraduate
students. Students were randomly approached, with the exclusion of students who were
studying or had congregated in groups greater than three. Students were then asked

whether they were willing to take part in research which involved their perception of low-
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and high-status individuals encountering specific elicitors. Of the students who were
approached, 12 refused to complete the questionnaire. A consent form was completed by each
student prior to the completion of the questionnaire (see Appendix A). Two of the students
who had originally agreed to participate returned questionnaires that were largely incomplete.
As a consequence, these questionnaires were discarded. Usable questionnaires were completed
by a total of 144 participants (72 men, 72 women). Mean age of the participants was 24.6
years; range was 18 to 71.
Procedure

Twenty-four descriptions of emotion-eliciting situations were developed. On the
basis of Shaver et al.’s (1987) work on emotion prototypes. four elicitors were developed
for each of the following emotions: anger, fear, sadness, happiness, and love. The
emotions of disgust and surprise were not considered prototypes in the work of Shaver
and his colleagues. The emotion of disgust was not addressed as a prototype in Shaver et
al.’s (1987) work because of its being subsumed under the anger prototype. Disgust was
retained in the present research due to the view that considers high- relative to low-status
individuals to experience more disgust as a result of high-status individuals having higher
standards of cleanliness and morality (Smith, 1993). The emotion of surprise was
identified with reservation as a prototype by Shaver et al. (1987; Study 1) in their work on
the hierarchical structure of the emotion domain. In the subsequent studies, Shaver and his
colleagues (1987) did not pursue the emotion of surprise as an emotion prototype. The
emotion of surprise was retained in the present research due to its relevance to control
over one’s surrounding life events, and as a consequence to status. Only two elicitors were

developed in the present research for the emotions of disgust and surprise.
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Table 1 provides the elicitors that were presented in Study 1. In addition, Table 1
provides those items of Shaver et al. (1987) from which these situations were derived. The
items which were included in Study | partially or fully address most of the elicitors which
were identified by Shaver et al. (1987; 4 of 6 for anger; 5 of 7 for fear; 5 of 8 for sadness;
6 of 9 for happiness; 4 of 6 for love). In selecting elicitors from Shaver et al.’s (1987)
work, situations considered nonsocial, highly personal, extreme, idiosyncratic, unlikely to
be related to one emotion, or ambiguous in relation to prototype were excluded. Eliciting
situations judged as nonsocial included being alone (e.g., walking alone) and being in the
dark, both of which belonged to the fear prototype. Eliciting situations judged as highly
personal included death of a loved one and loss of a valued relationship/separation, both of
which belonged to the sadness prototype. Eliciting situations judged as extreme included
threat of death (which belonged to the fear prototype), death of a loved one (of the
sadness prototype), and experiencing highly pleasurable stimuli or sensations (of the
happiness prototype). Eliciting situations judged as idiosyncratic included empathy with
someone who is sad, hurt, etc. (which belonged to the sadness prototype) and
predisposition to anger, either because of previous similar or related experiences or
because of stress, overload, fatigue, etc. (of the anger prototype). Eliciting situations
judged as unlikely to be related to one emotion included: violation of an expectation/things
not working out as planned (which belongs to the anger prototype but seemed too closely
associated to the surprise prototype), receiving a wonderful surprise (of the happiness
prototype but too closely associated to the surprise prototype), receiving love (of the
happiness prototype but too closely associated to the love prototype), and O (other)

offers/provides something that P (person) wants, needs, likes (of the love prototype but
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too closely associated to the happiness prototype). Eliciting situations considered
ambiguous in relation to prototype included: P knows/realizes that O loves, needs,
appreciates him/her and O inspires security in P (both ambiguous in their reference to the
love prototype).

For the emotions of disgust and surprise, only two elicitors were created due to the
seemingly more narrow range of situations in which these emotions occur. The emotion of
disgust may result from situations that elicit physical or moral repulsiveness (Elias, 1978;
Frijda et al., 1989; Roseman et al., 1994, 1996; Smith, 1993; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985).
The emotion of surprise may result following situations that elicit novelty, unfamiliarity,
but especially unexpectedness (Roseman et al., 1996; Scherer, 1988). The items for
disgust and surprise are included in Table 1.

The 24 descriptions were divided into two sets of 12 (Set A and Set B) according
to the following procedure. For each set, twelve descriptions were randomly selected from
the entire 24, with the constraint that the number of descriptions for each of the seven
emotions was equal in each group. Each set contained two elicitors for each of the
following emotions: anger, fear, happiness, love, and sadness, and one description each for
disgust and surprise. Each set of 12 descriptions was presented on a separate form. Any
one participant was provided one form (Set A or Set B). Order of presentation was
counterbalanced both for the descriptions of eliciting situations and for the emotion terms.
Half of the male and half of the female participants were asked to complete one of the
three different versions of one form (see Appendix B). The remaining participants were
asked to complete one of the three versions of the other form (see Appendix C).

Participants were asked to read each of the 12 descriptions and to indicate whether they
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believed that a described situation would be more likely to occur to a high- or low-status
individual. Response format was forced choice (high- or low-status). Status was defined
as “People who have higher status have more prestige and power. For example, they hold
better social positions.” No other information was provided to participants regarding status.
Results of pre-test

A pre-test served to verify that people would associate the elicitors provided in Study
1 with the corresponding emotions. The elicitors of Study 1 were derived in research in which
participants were asked to describe instances in which they had experienced specific emotions
(Shaver et al., 1987). In the pre-test, one hundred forty-four participants (72 men, 72 women)
were recruited in a manner identical to that of Study 1. Students were asked whether they were
willing to take part in research which involved their perception of emotions and the different
situations in which emotions are experienced. Of the students that were approached 14
refused to complete the questionnaire. A consent form was completed by each student
prior to the questionnaire being completed (see Appendix D). Mean age of the participants
in the pre-test was 23.8 years; range was 18 to 51.

In the pre-test, six versions of the questionnaire were created. Half of the
participants were asked to complete one of the three versions of the first form which
contained 12 of the 24 descriptions of the eliciting situations (Set A; see Appendix E).
Each of the remaining participants were asked to complete one of the three versions of the
second form which included the remaining 12 descriptions (Set B; see Appendix F).
Across questionnaire versions, order of presentation was counterbalanced both for the
description of eliciting situations and for the emotion terms. Participants were asked to

read the 12 descriptions of the elicitors and to indicate the one emotion (of anger, disgust,
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sadness, fear, surprise, happiness, and love) they believed an individual would feel having
experienced each situation. The questionnaire began as follows: “Different emotions are
felt in different situations.” Instructions then varied by gender. Male participants were
provided male targets while female participants were provided female targets. This was
done in order to avoid cross-gender effects. For example, instructions for men continued
as follows: “For each of the situations listed below, please decide the one emotion that a
person (let’s call him Jack) in that situation is most likely to feel” (see Appendix E). Two
additional male targets (i.e., John, Paul) were utilized for the two remaining versions of
the questionnaires provided to men. For female participants, female targets (i.e., Anne,
Jane, and Mary; see Appendix F) were provided.

In the pre-test, results generally corresponded to those expected from Shaver et al.
(1987).

Negative elicitors. For the negatively valenced elicitors of anger, disgust, fear, and
sadness, participants selected the corresponding emotion at least 50% of the time when they
were presented with the eliciting situations. Percentages were 63.41%, 62.50%, 57.59%., and
53.71%, for anger, disgust, fear, and sadness, respectively. When the corresponding negative
emotion was not chosen for these same negative elicitors, most of the remaining participants
selected another of the negative emotions. The choice of surprise, happiness, or love for the
negative eliciting situations occurred very infrequently (percent ranging from 1.39 to 4.87).
These results are considered acceptable given that the status hypotheses of Study 1 involving
the eliciting situations for anger, disgust, fear and sadness are identical.

Surprise elicitors. The surprise elicitors were considered to reflect the emotion of

surprise by 66.03% of the participants. The remaining participants selected a positive (5.69%)



or a negative (28.27%) emotion as the resulting experienced emotion following a target being
exposed to a surprise eliciting situation. Frequency analyses on participants’ responses for
surprise vs. all other emotions combined was significant only for the emotion-eliciting situation
of “ encounters an unexpected circumstance caused by another,” xz (I,N=72)=2222,p<
.0001.

Positive elicitors. For the elicitors of happiness, most participants (82.98%) selected the
corresponding emotion. The pattern of frequencies for happiness vs. all other emotions
combined was significant for each of the emotion-eliciting situations of happiness: “receives
respect,” )’ (1, N = 72) = 34.72, p < .0001; “gets something that he wanted or had worked
hard for,” xz (1, N=72)=64.22, p <.0001; “finds that things have turned out better than
expected,” Y (1, N = 72) = 10.89, p < .001; and “is accepted by others,” }* (1, N=72) =
26.89, p <.0001. The participants who did not identify happiness for the happiness items
selected love (7.98%) and surprise (7.99%). Participants’ responses to the elicitors of love
were split between love (46.18%) and happiness (50.35%). Analyses on frequency of
participants who chose love versus happiness revealed no significant difference for any of the
emotion-eliciting situations of love. In this regard, it is noteworthy that Shaver et al. (1987)
explained that the core features of their love prototype were more related to companionate
love rather than passionate love (see also Hatfield & Rapson, 1993). They noted their core
construct of love to more closely approximate descriptions of different kinds of close
relationships. Romantic love which includes additional features such as passion and sexual
attraction was captured under a different subordinate category. This subcluster was considered
to contain noncore features of the love prototype. Overall, results of the pre-test were

acceptable excepting those for the elicitors for love.
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In Study 1, the questionnaire began as follows: “People who have higher status
have more prestige and power. For example, they hold better social positions.” As noted
above, there was no other information provided to define status. Instructions then varied
by participant gender. To avoid cross-gender effects, male participants were presented
male targets: “For each item, decide whether the situation is more likely to occur to a low-
status man or high-status man” (see Appendix B). For the female participants, the target
“woman” was substituted for “man” (see Appendix C). Participants indicated their choice
for each item.

Results and Discussion

Overall, results were consistent with expectations (see Table 1).
Negative elicitors

Situations that elicit negative emotions, that is, anger, disgust, fear, and sadness
were believed by participants to occur more to low- as compared to high-status
individuals. For these elicitors nearly all of the results which were significant were in the
expected direction: anger (2 of 3 significant status differences), disgust (1 of 1), fear (1 of
1), and sadness (4 of 4).

Anger. For the elicitors of anger, participants perceived low- relative to high-status
individuals as more likely to “be harmed, be it physically or psychologically, by another
and consider this contrary to what ought to be” and to “feel wronged and treated unfairly
in a situation.” Contrary to expectations the item “find that his/her execution of a plan or
artainment of a goal is interfered with by another” was perceived by participants as more
likely to occur to high- relative to low-status individuals. This result may be explained by

participants having perceived the defining of plans and goals as more likely to be in the
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domain of high- relative to low-status individuals.
Disgust. For the elicitors of disgust, participants perceived low- relative to high-
status individuals as more likely to “experience an event that is bad or rotten in nature.”
Fear. For the elicitors of fear, participants perceived low- relative to high-status
individuals as more likely to “anticipate social rejection.”

Sadness. All of the elicitors created for sadness were perceived by participants as

more likely to occur to low- relative to high-status individuals. More specifically,
participants considered low- relative to high-status individuals to more frequently “not get
something that he/she had wanted or wished for,” “have experienced an undesirable
event,” “be in unfortunate circumstances and be helpless to change them,” and “have
experienced social rejection or exclusion.”

Conclusion for results of negative elicitors. The findings for the negative elicitors
are consistent with work that has found high- relative to low-status individuals are
considered more privileged (Kemper, 1978) and therefore less likely to encounter negative
events. [n addition, the findings for the negative elicitors of anger and disgust are
consistent with work that has shown low-status individuals are subjected to the unfair,
inappropriate, and aggressive behaviors of high-status individuals (Thibaut & Riecken,
1955).

Surprise elicitors

Consider next the situations that elicit surprise. These situations were perceived by
participants as more likely to occur to low- relative to high-status individuals. More
specifically, participants considered low- relative to high-status individuals to more

frequently “encounter an unexpected circumstance caused by another” and “encounter a
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new, unfamiliar situation caused by another.” This finding is consistent with the view that
low-status individuals have less control over the outcome of situations (Dépret & Fiske,
1993).
Posttive elicitors
Consider next the situations that elicit the emotions of happiness and love.
Happiness. The results for the elicitors of happiness were as expected. Participants
rated elicitors for the emotion of happiness to be more likely to occur to high- as compared
to low-status individuals (3 of 4). More specifically, participants perceived high- relative
to low-status individuals as more likely to “receive respect,” “get something that he/she
wanted or had worked hard for,” and “be accepted by others.” These findings are
consistent with the view that high-status individuals expect pleasant events as more likely
to occur to them (Kemper, 1978).

Love. Contrary to expectation, one elicitor of love was perceived to occur more to

low- relative to high-status individuals. More specifically, participants considered low-
relative to high-status individuals to more frequently “feel open and trusting in another
person’s presence.” This result may be explained by work that has demonstrated that low-
status individuals are perceived to be more interpersonally oriented and thus more likely to
share feelings (Conway et al., 1996). In addition, the fact that a significant difference
emerged in participants’ perception of high- relative to low-status individuals to encounter
this elicitor may be attributed to the specific nature of this elicitor. The occurrence of such
a situation may provide the other a greater understanding of the individual’s nature,
personality, strengths, and weaknesses thereby placing the individual in a vulnerable

position. In order to maintain their desired social standing high-status individuals may
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become more private and less likely to disclose any shortcomings as such disclosures may
result in a loss of potency (Betcher & Pollack, 1993; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1987).
Overall conclusion

In sum, these results, with few exceptions, support the hypotheses that observers
believe that low-status individuals are more likely to encounter situations which elicit
anger, disgust, fear, sadness, and surprise. In contrast, high-status individuals are
considered more likely to encounter situations which elicit happiness.

Studies 2 and 3

Study 1 demonstrated that people seem to believe that low- relative to high-status
individuals are more frequently exposed to a range of situations which may elicit negatively
valenced emotions and surprise. In contrast, people seem to believe that a range of situations
which elicit happiness are more likely to occur to high- relative to low-status individuals.
Finally, people perceived high- and low-status individuals as equally likely to encounter a love
elicitor.

At the same time, participants in Study 1 did not show any of the elicitors to be
restricted in their occurrence solely to individuals of a particular status level. It seems
reasonable to assume that people in general, just as participants in Study 1. believe that all
the elicitors of Study 1 can to some extent occur to any individual. With this assumption,
my concern is which emotions observers believe low- and high-status individuals would
experience as a result of encountering each of the 24 described eliciting situations of Study
1. Study 2 addressed people’s perceptions of how low- and high-status individuals react
emotionally to each of the 24 eliciting situations. These reactions are considered in terms of

the seven emotions examined in Study 1. Separate hypotheses for Study 2 were derived for
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these emotions. While the methodology of Study 2 differed from that of Study 1, the focus
remained on the general construct of status. Study 3 was a conceptual replication of Study 2,
however, a slightly modified manipulation was provided to participants.
Perceptions of experienced anger, disgust, fear, and sadness

Findings in Study 1 suggest that people perceive low- relative to high-status individuals
as experiencing more anger, disgust, fear, and sadness as a result of their being perceived as
encountering more negative social situations. Study 2 addresses a different issue regarding
these four emotions. Study 2 focused on peoples’ perceptions of the extent to which low- and
high-status individuals experience each of these four emotions in response to each of the
elicitors of Study 1. Separate hypotheses were developed for anger, disgust, fear, and sadness
based on the potency levels of these emotions (Shaver et al., 1987). It was hypothesized that
high- relative to low-status individuals would be perceived to experience more anger and
disgust when faced with a negative or a surprise situation. This hypothesis was advanced for all
of the negative situations of Study | as opposed to only those situations which are elicitors of
anger and disgust. As well. when low-status individuals are faced with any of the negative or
surprise eliciting situations of Study 1, it was hypothesized in Study 2 that they would be
perceived to experience more fear and sadness than would high-status individuals. In response
to the encounter of a positive elicitor the expectation was that high- relative to low-status
individuals would not experience different levels of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness.

The present hypotheses are consistent with emotion theory and actual emotional
experience. From a theoretical perspective anger and frustration have been considered
more likely to be experienced by those individuals who perceive themselves as strong and

when the negative event experienced is believed to have been caused by an individual that
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can be punished (Averill, 1982; Berkowitz, 1962; Clore et al., 1994; de Rivera, 1981;
Ellsworth, 1994; Kemper, 1978; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Plutchik & Landau, 1973
Ridgeway & Johnson, 1990; Roseman, 1984; Roseman et al., 1990; Scherer, 1988; Smith-
Lovin, 1990; Smith & Lazarus, 1990). Individuals who perceive themselves as weak and
unable to control the source of the negative eliciting situation are considered more likely
to experience fear and sadness rather than frustration, or to experience dislike towards the
other instead of anger (Berkowitz, 1962, 1993; Clore et al., 1994; Plutchik & Landau,
1973; Roseman et al., 1990, 1996; Scherer, 1988). The work of Roseman et al. (1990) did
not provide empirical support for this theoretical position. However, there is support that
anger is felt by individuals who perceive themselves as capable of controlling an elicitor or
when the elicitor was caused by another (Roseman et al., 1996), or who feel stronger than
others (Roseman, 1984).

These hypotheses are also consistent with Smith’s (1993) view with regards to
both anger and disgust. Smith claimed that in a situation of conflict between low- and
high-status individuals, high- as compared to low-status individuals would be more likely
to experience anger. For disgust, Smith’s argument would suggest that given the same
unpleasant situation, a high-status individual would experience more disgust than would a
low-status individual. Smith stated that high as compared to low-status individuals are
considered more likely to feel disgust due to low-status individuals being “perceived to
violate ingroup standards of cleanliness or morality” (p. 310; Smith, 1993). This
perception would suggest that low- and high-status individuals maintain different
standards. Low- relative to high-status individuals would require a more severe situation

to experience disgust, given low-status individuals being associated with lower levels of
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morality and cleanliness (see also Izard, 1977).
Dimensional representation of emotions

In the present research, a three-dimensional representation of emotion is taken.
Past research has addressed how emotions might be most accurately differentiated in terms
of dimensional representation. Shaver et al.’s (1987) analyses of their selected 135
emotion terms suggested that a three-dimensional representation (evaluation, potency, and
activity) provided a good fit to the data. The three-dimensional representation was
considered statistically justifiable and highly interpretable. In their discussion Shaver et al.
(1987) addressed both the two-dimensional (evaluation and activity; e.g., Russell, 1979;
1980) and three-dimensional (e.g., Morgan & Heise, 1988) representations of emotion
identified by previous researchers. Other researchers have noted the importance of the
potency dimension in emotion representation. Morgan and Heise (1988) found that the
potency dimension allowed for differentiation of flight- and fight-based emotions (e.g.,
fear and anger, see also Harrison, 1986). Furthermore, the potency dimension was
considered particularly beneficial in differentiating negative emotions (see also MacKinnon
& Keating, 1989). The weaknesses of the two-dimensional representation have also been
noted by other researchers (e.g., MacKinnon & Keating, 1989; Morgan & Heise, 1988;
Russell & Mehrabian, 1974, 1977). Shaver et al.’s (1987) three-dimensional
representation of evaluation, potency, and activity was found to correspond well with the
results of previous investigators (e.g., Bush, 1973; Osgood, May, & Miron, 1975;
Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957; Russell, 1978, Study 1; Russell & Mehrabian, 1977,
Schlosberg, 1954). Shaver et al. (1987) considered that the greatest benefit of moving

from a two- to a three-dimensional representation is that the latter is more informative as a
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representation of emotion.
Affect control theory

The hypotheses established in the present research for the negative emotions
parallel the conceptualization of experienced negative emotions as asserted by proponents
of affect control theory (cf. Smith-Lovin & Heise, 1988; Smith-Lovin, 1990; 1991). Affect
control theory posits that “people perceive and create events to maintain the meanings
evoked by their definition of a situation” (p. 144; Smith-Lovin, 1991). Affect control
theory employs the dimensions of evaluation, potency, and activity (Osgood et al., 1957)
to define the identity of the actor, the action, and the recipient of the action (Heise, 1979).
The focus of affect control theory has been on predicting the impact of an action on the
perceived identities of both the actor and the recipient of the action. Affect control theory
hypothesizes that a number of possibilities can emerge following the occurrence of an
event (e.g., Heise, 1979). An event can result in the confirmation of the actor’s and the
recipient’s identities. In the event that an action is considered to differ from the
preconceived notion of the actor and the recipient, one of two possibilities is entertained.
On the one hand, the actor or recipient can produce a restorative act whose aim is to
reaffirm impressions. On the other hand, an event may produce massive impression-change
such that reidentification of the actor, the recipient, or both may lead to a redefinition of
the situation.

Affect control model of emotion. Further work on control theory has led to an
affect control model of emotion (Smith-Lovin & Heise, 1988). Within this model emotions
are considered to represent “the degree and kind of confirmation or disconfirmation of

identities that is occurring” (p. 244; Smith-Lovin, 1990). Expectations for emotional
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experience have been developed through the use of a computer simulation program
(Heise, 1989). The affect control model of emotion posits that negative events will lead to
negative transient impressions and thereby the experience of negative emotions (Smith-
Lovin, 1990; 1991; cf. Heise & Thomas, 1989). In addition, considering the potency of
individuals' identities is believed to further specify emotional experience (cf. MacKinnon &
Heise, 1993). High-potent negative emotions like fury are expected to be experienced by
high-status individuals as a consequence of their powerful identity that is associated with
their social position (Smith-Lovin, 1990). In addition, less potent negative emotions such
as fear, anxiety, and depression are expected to be experienced by low-status individuals
due to their holding relatively powerless positions.
P tions of experi rise

In Study 1, participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as more likely
to encounter positive elicitors. High- relative to low-status individuals are believed to expect
pleasant events to be directed to oneself (Kemper, 1978; Smith-Lovin, 1990). In addition,
participants perceived low- relative to high-status ndividuals as more likely to encounter
negative events. Past research has also demonstrated low-status individuals as being subjected
to unfair, inappropriate, and aggressive behavior from high-status individuals (Thibaut &
Riecken, 1955). As such, in Study 2 it was expected that participants would perceive high-
status individuals as experiencing more surprise following their encounter of a negative
situation than they would perceive to be experienced by a low-status individual. As well, it was
expected that participants would perceive low-status individuals as experiencing more surprise
following their encounter of a positive situation than they would perceive to be experienced by
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Consider next the surprise elicitors. In Study 1, participants perceived low- relative to
high-status individuals as more likely to encounter a surprise elicitor. However, in Study 2
participants were asked to indicate the amount of surprise experienced by high- relative to
low-status individuals following their encounter of the same surprise elicitors. According
to the first stage of Scherer’s (1984a) stimulus evaluation check process a stimulus is
evaluated with regards to its level of novelty or unexpectedness. Scherer considers this
stage to occur in all individuals in much the same fashion as does an orientation reflex.
Roseman’s (Roseman et al., 1996) appraisal model asserts that it is the unexpected nature
of the event which elicits surprise. In addition, Roseman’s model does not consider that
the control potential of an individual affects the experience of surprise following an
unexpected situation. As such, no difference in the amount of surprise experienced by
high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of a surprise elicitor was

expected.
Perceptions of experienced happiness and love

Study 2 involved participants being presented with high- and low-status targets
who were exposed to all of the positive emotion-eliciting situations. In Study 1,
participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as more likely to encounter
eliciting situations for happiness. In Study 2. no difference in participants’ perception was
expected for the amount of happiness experienced by high- and low-status individuals
following their encounter of a positive situation. In addition, following the encounter of a
negative or a surprise elicitor it was not expected that high- relative to low-status
individuals would experience differing amounts of happiness. The rationale is that

happiness does not seem to be considered upsetting or inappropriate by any individual by
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whom it is experienced (Hochschild, 1979; Kemper, 1978; Sommers, 1984) and is
regarded as low in potency (Shaver et al., 1987). Rather happiness is considered normative
and generally conveys the message that the situation is secure and desirable and requires no
change in the individual’s course of action (Sommers, 1984). In addition, happiness is not
associated with an experience of assertion of power or control, interpersonal conflict,
competition, or subordination. The emotion of happiness was still addressed owing to its
being a prototypical emotion (Shaver et al., 1987).

No difference in participants’ perception was expected for the amount of love
experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of a positive
situation. This expectation was based on the finding that love is typically felt for a partner
or family member (Fehr, 1988). These relationships are typically defined within one
socioeconomic group for an individual (Argyle, 1994) and thereby not considered to be
constrained by the status hierarchy. In Study 2, the impression that the high- and low-
status individuals were segregated was conveyed to participants in the description of the
culture: sexual relations and marriage were forbidden to occur between individuals of
different status. Consequently, to the extent people are sensitive to these features of love
no status effect was expected. The emotion of love was still addressed owing to its being a
prototypical emotion (Shaver et al., 1987). In addition. following the encounter of a
negative or a surprise elicitor, it was not expected that high- relative to low-status
individuals would experience differing amounts of love.

Method
The approach used in Study 2 to instantiatc status was adopted from Conway et al.

(1996; Study 4). Participants were provided a minimal instantiation of status, one that was
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independent of age, gender, occupations, and social roles. Status groups were
distinguished only in terms of status markers such as personal ornamentation, location and
colour of housing, and preferential access to resources (such as food). This approach was
deemed effective as categorization of individuals into groups by observers is considered to
require minimal manipulation (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Hamilton, 1981; Tajfel, 1970;
Wilder, 1981). The culture consisted of a low- and a high-status group. Status level was
ascribed, not achieved. After being presented the description of the culture, participants were
then asked to what degree each of the seven emotions (as per Study 1) would be felt by either
the low- or high-status individuals following their being exposed to each of the 24 eliciting
situations. Study 3 was a conceptual replication of Study 2. In Study 3, a different culture
(Conway et al., 1996; Study 3) was used as the stimulus to demonstrate that the results of
Study 2 cannot be attributed to specific aspects of the cuiture. The descriptions of the cultures
in Studies 2 and 3 were loosely based on anthropological research and included material that
was fictitious (e.g., the existence of the two groups).
Participants

Participants in Studies 2 and 3 were undergraduate students recruited from a booth on
the Concordia University campus. Students were offered the opportunity to win raffled cash
prizes in exchange for completing a packet of questionnaires (none of these questionnaires
were related to the present studies). Potential participants consisted of those students who
expressed interest in participating in future paid research by providing their name and telephone
number (see Appendix G). Additional participants were recruited from introductory
psychology classes. For these studies any students who were enrolled in psychology classes

beyond the introductory level, who had taken part in similar research projects, or whose native
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tongue was not English were excluded. One to four participants were present at each 45
minute session. Each participant was paid $8. In Study 2, there were 20 male and 40 female
participants. Mean age was 24.1 years; range was 18 to 52. In Study 3, there were 43 male and
38 female participants. Mean age was 25.8 years; range was 17 to 48.
Procedure

In Study 2, the experimenter read a cover story which described the experiment as
dealing with the first impressions that individuals have when they come in contact with the
peopie of a new culture (see Appendix H). A consent form was then completed by each
participant (see Appendix I). Participants in Study 2 were then provided an audiotaped
description of a culture that consisted of a high- and a low-status group (see Appendix J).
Each description was presented twice to participants over a set of headphones. The
description was repeated to ensure familiarity of the material. Participants were informed
that they could take notes if they so desired. The audiotape provided details of a culture
consisting of the high-status Ngwani and the low-status Gunada. Both status groups
included men and women. The status groups were distinguished only in terms of status
markers such as personal ornamentation, location and colour of housing, and preferential
access to resources (such as food). No information was provided in regard to personality
characteristics or style of social behaviour, nor was there any indication of intergroup conflict.
Cultural mythology (i.e., whether a group was directly vs. indirectly descended from the
first man and woman which the gods had created from twigs and clay) served as the basis
for the differing status levels. In present day, features that served to distinguish high- and
low-status groups were that the high-status Ngwani relative to the low-status Gunada

lived in huts “clustered around a larger hut in the centre of the village” and whose hut
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roofs had leaves that provided a deep green as compared to pale green colour of the roofs
of the Gunada’s huts. The Ngwani possessed ornaments that were “delicately woven from
fine fibre threads with interesting geometric designs,” “seen as holding the land for the
gods,” “entitled to the best of the hunt and the best of the crop,” and “seen as being in
closer contact with the spirits.”

In Study 3, the experimenter read the same cover story as in Study 2 except for
slight modifications (see Appendix K). A consent form was then completed by each
participant (see Appendix I). In Study 3, there was again a high-status group (Bwisi) and a
low-status group (Mwangai; see Appendix L). For the culture described in Study 3,
historical happenstance (i.e., point in time of migration to the island following the
occurrence of a natural disaster) served as the basis for the differing status levels. In
present day, features that served to distinguish high- and low-status groups were that the
high-status Bwisi relative to the low-status Mwangai had huts “a little further inland,
under the protection of palm trees and closer to the cultivated gardens” and whose hut
roofs were thatched with a special kind of grass giving their hut’s roofs a characteristic
deep red color as compared to the pale yellow of the roofs of the Mwangai’s huts. The
Bwisi were described as having coverings “usually made of intricately woven grass,” often
holding “central roles in the tribe’s dances and songs,” and “are entitled to the best part of
the fish catch and the crops.”

The 24 descriptions of the eliciting situations of Study | were again utilized and
were provided to each participant. In total, eight versions of the questionnaire were
prepared. In each case the questionnaire read as follows: “For individuals in this culture,

different emotions may be felt in different situations. For each of the situations listed, please
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decide how much each emotionisfet bya i that situation.” (see Appendix M). The
space was filled with a group name. For half of the participants in Study 2, 12 of the elicitors
(Set A) were presented as having occurred to the high-status Ngwani. Participants were asked
to what degree each of the seven emotions would be experienced by the Ngwani following
their having been exposed to each situation. Participants indicated their responses for each of
the seven emotions on separate 5-point scales with endpoints labeled none at all (1) and a great
deal (5). The other 12 elicitors (Set B) were also provided to the same participants but they
were asked to what degree each emotion would be experienced by the low-status Gunada
following their having been exposed to each of the elicitors. For the other half of the
participants the pairing of elicitors to status level was reversed. Presentation of the status
groups was counterbalanced across questionnaire versions as were the order of the seven
emotion scales. In Study 3, the identical method was adopted.

A manipulation check (see Appendixes N and O) was administered to participants in
both studies after they had completed the questionnaire: “How much power does the typical

have to influence others?” and “How much power does the typical __ have to

choose and pursue their own activities and interests?” The space was filled with a group
name with the names of the cultures representing the status groups being counterbalanced
across questionnaires. Participants responded on 7-point scales with endpoints labeled not at ali
(1) and a great deal (7). Participants were then asked to indicate in a forced choice manner

which of the two described groups held higher status. Participants were debriefed (see

Appendix P) and paid $8 for their participation.
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Results

Participants’ perceptions of experienced emotions to eliciting situations

In each of Studies 2 and 3, the two distinct sets of elicitors (Set A and Set B) were
analyzed separately and required parallel analyses of participants’ ratings of experienced
emotion. The basic design was a three-way mixed design of status by elicitor type by
emotion type with repeated measures on the second and third factors. For each set of
elicitors, one ANOVA was conducted to address participants’ perceptions of the negative
emotions and surprise experienced in response io the negative elicitors; a second analysis
was conducted to address participants’ perceptions of the positive emotions experienced
in response to the negative elicitors; a third analysis was conducted to address
participants’ perceptions of surprise and the negative emotions experienced in response to
the surprise elicitor; a fourth analysis was conducted to address participants’ perceptions
of the positive emotions experienced in response to the surprise elicitor, a fifth analysis
was conducted to address participants’ perceptions of the positive emotions and surprise
experienced in response to the positive elicitors; a final analysis was conducted to address
participants’ perceptions of the negative emotions experienced in response to the positive
elicitors.

For the two negative elicitors of anger, a mean score was calculated for
participants’ perceived experience of anger. Means were similarly calculated for ratings of
perceived experience of disgust, fear, sadness, surprise, happiness, and love respectively.
The same approach was adopted for the two negative elicitors of fear and the two
negative elicitors of sadness. The same approach was used for the two positive elicitors of

happiness and the two positive elicitors of love.
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For the disgust and surprise elicitors, it was not necessary to calculate a mean for
the perceived experienced emotions as there was only one disgust and one surprise

elicitor, respectively.

9

Study

b

Data screening

Three cases were deleted because their scores were outliers in univariate analyses
on 20% of the variables. Univariate outliers were scores that differed from the mean by
more than three standard deviations. Remaining outliers were adjusted to the mean plus or
minus three standard deviations. Following these adjustments and deletions, there were no
multivariate within-cell outliers identified at a Mahalanobis distance with p <.001
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Some variables were moderately skewed. Whereas
transformation of skewed variables is generally recommended, Tabachnick and Fidell
(1996) note that if the skew of variables is both similar and moderate, transformation will
result in only marginal improvements in analysis. Glass, Peckham, and Sanders (1972) in
their review on violations of assumptions in ANOVA found skewness to have only a slight
effect on level of significance or power. Another reason for not adjusting for skew was
that transforming a portion of the variables would subsequently affect the analyses that
included variables that had not been transformed. As such. no adjustments for skew were
made.

Preliminary analyses with gender as a between subjects factor

Preliminary analyses with participant gender as a between subjects factor were

conducted. Very few effects emerged and these are reported below. For the remaining

analyses gender was collapsed across participants.



Manipulation Check

Participants perceived high- (M = 5.39, SD = 1.24) relative to low-status (M = 2.68,
SD = 0.95) individuals as having more power to influence others, t(57) = 13.19, p <.0005.
In addition, participants perceived high- (M = 5.36, SD = 1.48) relative to low-status (M =
3.35, SD = 1.29) individuals as having more power to choose and pursue their own
activities and interests, t(57) = 7.85, p <.0005. All respondents but one correctly
identified the high-status group on the forced choice item. Nevertheless, the data set from
this participant was included in all data analyses.

Ratings of experienced emotion for the negative, surprise, and positive elicitors

Means for the seven experienced emotions were calculated for each type of
elicitor. Preliminary analyses were conducted across status levels to identify overall trends
in the data. Overall, with few exceptions, participants perceived individuals would
experience most intensely the emotion that identified the type of eliciting situation (see
Appendix Q). Exceptions are as follows. For the sadness elicitors of Set A, participants
perceived the emotion of anger as being most experienced by both high- and low-status
individuals (see Appendix Q1). In addition, for the love elicitors of Sets A and B,
participants perceived the emotion of happiness as being most experienced by both high-
and low-status individuals (see Appendixes Q1 and Q2). The results for the love elicitors
are consistent with those of Study 1, in which participants chose the emotion of happiness
as frequently as they did the emotion of love when asked to identify the emotion that
people would experience following their encounter of a love elicitor.

Prior to addressing the hypotheses of this study, analyses were conducted to

confirm that overall participants perceived more of the negative emotions as being
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experienced by both high- and low-status individuals when faced with negative as
compared to either the surprise or positive elicitors. [n addition, analyses were conducted
to confirm that overall participants perceived more surprise as being experienced by both
high- and low-status individuals when faced with the surprise elicitor as compared to
either the negative or positive elicitors. Analyses were also performed to determine
whether participants perceived more of the positive emotions as being experienced by both
high- and low-status individuals when faced with positive as compared to either the
negative or surprise elicitors. This approach parallels one taken by Roseman (1991).

Set A. For the negative elicitors, an overall mean score was computed for the

negative emotions experienced (anger, disgust, fear, and sadness), the positive emotions
experienced (happiness and love), as well as for the surprise experienced. Means were
similarly calculated for the surprise and positive elicitors. For the negative elicitors
participants perceived both high- and low-status individuals to experience negative
emotions (M = 3.27, SD = .68) more than positive emotions (M = 1.52, SD = .50), 1(57)
=14.96, p < .0005. Participants did not perceive a difference in the amount of negative
emotions and surprise (M = 3.18, SD = .80; t < 1) experienced by both the high- and low-
status individuals. This suggests that overall participants perceived that when a high- or a
low-status individual is faced with a negative elicitor they would experience the emotion
of surprise to a degree similar to which they experienced the negative emotions.

For the surprise elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience surprise (M = 3.81, SD = 1.22) more than negative emotions (M
=2.62, SD = 1.11), t(57) = 8.69, p < .0005. In addition, participants perceived both high-

and low-status individuals to experience surprise more than positive emotions (M = 2.23,
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SD = 1.25), t(57) = 8.71, p <.0005.

For the positive elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience positive emotions (M = 3.99, SD = .60) more than negative
emotions (M = 1.33, SD = .36) t(57) = 26.26, p <.0005. In addition, participants
perceived both high- and low-status individuals to experience positive emotions more than
surprise (M =2.27, SD = .84), t(57) = 14.84, p <.0005.

Set B. Overall, the results of the elicitors from Set B were in line with those of Set
A. More specifically, for tiie negative elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-
status individuals to experience negative emotions (M = 3.28, SD = .65) more than
positive emotions (M = 1.52, SD = .45), t(57) = 16.45, p < .0005. Participants did not
perceive a difference in the amount of negative emotions and surprise (M = 3.15, SD =
.78, t < 1) experienced by both the high- and low-status individuals.

For the surprise elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience surprise (M = 3.61, SD = .80) more than negative emotions (M
=2.68, SD = 1.02), t(57) = 6.00, p < .0005. In addition. participants perceived both high-
and low-status individuals to experience surprise more than positive emotions (M = 2.09,
SD = 1.20), t(57) = 7.62, p < .0005.

For the positive elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience positive emotions (M = 4.14, SD = .52) more than negative
emotions (M = 1.32, SD = .30), t(57) = 32.97, p <.0005. In addition, participants
perceived both high- and low-status individuals to experience positive emotions more than

surprise (M = 2.44, SD = .72), 1(57) = 15.52, p < .0005.
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Ratings of experienced negative emotions and surprise for the negative elicitors

The following analyses addressed the experimental hypotheses. A summary of the
results that emerged from the ANOVAs conducted on the data in Study 2 are provided in
Table 2. For each Set of elicitors, A and B, separate analyses were conducted. All t-tests
are two-tailed unless specified otherwise.

Set A. Data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOV A with Status (High

vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor (anger, disgust,
fear, and sadness) and Emotion (anger, disgust, fear, sadness, and surprise). The
hypothesis was that people perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as feeling more
anger, disgust, and surprise in reaction to negative elicitors. In addition, it was
hypothesized that people perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as feeling less
fear and sadness in reaction to negative elicitors. Thus, the expectation was of a significant
status by emotion interaction.

Bartlett-Box and Box’s M results addressed the assumption of homogeneity of the
variance-covariance matrices ( Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Bartlett-Box results indicated
that the variances of the 20 dependent variables was adequate at the univariate level, with
ps > .001 (ps ranging from .003 to 1.000 with the exception of one variable). Results of
the Box’s M test were significant, F(210, 9028) = 1.52. p <.0005 and xz R10,N=57=
330.86, p < .0005 (Stevens, 1996), indicating that the hypothesis of homogeneity of the
variance-covariance matrices should be rejected. The Bartlett’s tests (Stevens, 1996) and
Box’s M (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) are extremely sensitive tests of the homogeneity of
the variance-covariance assumption, however, Glass et al. (1972), in their review, note

that the F statistic is robust against heterogeneous variances when group sizes are equal.
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Stevens (1996) adds that in such situations there is a slight reduction in statistical power.

Tests of sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on tests involving the
within-subject effects of elicitor and emotion indicated this assumption to have been met
(e > .70; Stevens, 1996). However, the assumption of sphericity was not considered
tenable for tests involving the elicitor by emotion within-subjects effect. Consequently, the
degrees of freedom were adjusted using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the two-
way interaction between elicitor and emotion and the three-way status by elicitor by
emotion interaction, and an adjusted univariate F value was considered (Stevens, 1996).

The resuits of the ANOVA with status as a between subjects factor and repeated
measures on the negative elicitors and emotion are as follows (see Appendix R; Table 1).
Analyses revealed a significant Status main effect (F(1, 55) = 5.52, p =.022, partial n'=
.09). Participants perceived high- (M = 3.44, SD = .49) relative to low-status (M = 3.05,
SD =.74) individuals as experiencing more emotion. A significant Elicitor main effect was
also found (E(3, 165) = 9.34, p < .0005, partial n* = .15). Finally, there was a significant
Emotion main effect (F(4, 220) = 10.83, p < .0005, partial n’* =.17).

The expected Status x Emotion interaction was significant (F(4, 220) =6.14, p <
.0005, partial n? = .10). To address the interaction, planned comparisons (t-tests) were
made between participants’ perceptions of the emotions experienced by high- and low-
status individuals following their encounter of the negative elicitors. The comparisons
revealed that consistent with expectations, participants perceived high- relative to low-
status individuals as experiencing more anger, disgust, and surprise following their
encounter of a negative elicitor (see Table 3). Because these comparisons were planned it

was not necessary to correct for the higher probability of a Type I error (Keppel, 1991;
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Ratings of emotions experienced for the negative elicitors of Set A in Study 2 by status

Status Level

Low High

Emotions

Experienced M SD = M SD n t
Anger 335 89 27 381 .69 30 +2.17*
Disgust 292 9% 27 3.9 62 30 +3.19**
Fear 295 8 27 297 .55 30 +.07
Sadness 322 8 27 328 .79 30 +.26
Surprise 280 .81 27 353 .62 30 +3.83#%»
Happiness 1.47 52 27 1.34 .34 30 -1.06
Love L7775 27 1.50 48 30 -1.63
*p<.05 **p<.01 **#* p <.001
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Pagano, 1981; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). In addition, comparisons were constrained to
those which were hypothetically meaningful and theoretically focused (Cone & Foster,
1996; Keppel, 1991). Contrary to expectation, no difference in participants’ perception of
the amount of fear and sadness experienced by high- and low-status individuals was found.
The Status x Emotion interaction was not qualified by a significant three-way interaction
involving Elicitor (F(12, 660) = 1.73, p > .05, partial n® =.03). As such, the expected
findings for anger, disgust, and surprise emerged across all the negative elicitors of Set A.

Finally, the only other significant result was the Elicitor x Emotion interaction
(E(12, 660) = 13.32, p <.0005, partial nz =.20). This interaction did not involve status,
however, the finding supports the notion that, in general, each of the negative elicitors of
Set A elicited its corresponding negative emotion more intensely than the other emotions.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with
Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor
(anger, disgust, fear, and sadness) and Emotion (anger, disgust, fear, sadness, and
surprise). The expectation was of a significant status by emotion interaction.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variances of the 20 dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .014 to .990). Results of
the Box’s M test were significant, F(210, 9028) = 1.27, p <.0005 and %’ 210, N=57)=
227.07, p < .0005. Tests of sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on tests
involving the within-subject effects of elicitor and emoticn indicated this assumption to
have been met (€ > .70; Stevens, 1996). However, the assumption of sphericity was not
considered tenable for tests involving the elicitor by emotion within-subjects effect.

Consequently, the degrees of freedom were adjusted using the Greenhouse-Geisser



estimator for the two-way interaction between elicitor and emotion and the three-way
status by elicitor by emotion interaction, and an adjusted univariate F value was
considered.

In contrast to Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1,
55) =.56, p > .05, partial n° = .01; see Appendix R; Table 2). Also, in contrast to Set A,
the Elicitor main effect was not found to be significant (E(3, 165) = 2.23, p > .05, partial
n° =.04). As in Set A, there was a significant Emotion main effect (E(4, 220) = 8.62, p <
.0005, partial i’ = .14). In addition, as in Set A, the expected Status x Emotion interaction
was significant (F(4, 220) = 5.44, p < .0005, partial n’ =.09). To address the interaction,
planned comparisons (t-tests) were made between participants’ perceptions of the
emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of the
negative elicitors. As in Set A, the comparisons revealed participants perceived high-
relative to low-status individuals as experiencing more anger (see Table 4). A marginal
effect was considered significant using a one-tailed t-test. Results of the one-tailed t-test
indicated participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing
more surprise. Contrary to expectation, no difference in participants’ perception of the
amount of disgust, fear, and sadness experienced by high- and low-status individuals was
found. In contrast to Set A, the Status x Emotion interaction was qualified by a significant
three-way interaction involving Elicitor (E(8.30, 456.74) = 2.11, p = .032, partial =
.04). To determine the nature of the three-way interaction, multiple independent t-tests
were performed for the anger, disgust, fear, and sadness elicitors on participants’ ratings
of experienced anger, disgust, surprise, fear, and sadness to more clearly delineate the

effect of each of the negative elicitors on participants perceived experience of the negative
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Ratings of emotions experienced for the negative elicitors of Set B in Study 2 by status
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Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD n t

Anger 331 .75 30 376 8 27 +2.07*
Disgust 320 .72 30 34 91 27 +1.11
Fear 309 92 30 293 66 27 -77
Sadness 339 .73 30 s 7 27 -1.23
Surprise 298 .70 30 33 8 27 +1.75%
Happiness 1.40 37 30 144 45 27 +.29
Love 1.59 45 30 1.66 .61 27 +.47
*p<.0§

? one-tailed t-test
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emotions and surprise. Because these comparisons were post hoc, a Bonferroni
adjustment for 20 comparisons was employed (a =.0025; Clark, 1992; Keppel, 1991;
Pedhazur, 1982; Stevens, 1996; Tabachnick & Fidell. 1996). The only difference that
emerged was in the amount of fear perceived to be experienced in response to the disgust
elicitor (see Appendix S; Tables 1-4). High- relative to low-status individuals were
perceived as experiencing less amounts of fear in response to the disgust elicitor. In sum,
only the expected status effect for anger and surprise emerged; means were in a direction
consistent with hypotheses.

Finally, both the Status x Elicitor interaction (E(3. 165) = 7.00, p < .0005, partial
n® =.11) and the Elicitor x Emotion interaction (F(8.30, 456.74) = 28.76, p < .0005,
partial n’ = .34) were significant. The former interaction was not of interest in that it did
not distinguish between participants’ perceptions of respective emotions. The latter
interaction did not involve status, however, the finding supports the notion that each of
the negative elicitors of Set B elicited its corresponding negative emotion more intensely

than the other emotions.

Ratings of experienced happiness and love for the negative elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor (anger, disgust,
fear, and sadness) and Emotion (happiness and love). No difference was expected in
participants’ perceptions of the amount of happiness and love experienced by high-
relative to low-status individuals after encountering a negative elicitor.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of the eight dependent variables

was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .005 to .716).
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Results of the Box’s M test were significant, F(36, 9935) = 2.45, p <.0005 and xz (36, N
=55)=88.41, p <.0005. Tests of sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on
whether the common covariance matrix had met a pattern of sphericity on tests involving
the elicitor and the elicitor by emotion within-subject effects indicated this assumption to
have been met (¢ > .70; Stevens, 1996).

Analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 55) =2.22, p > .05,
partial n° = .04; see Appendix R; Table 3). The Elicitor main effect was significant (E(3,
165) =4.22, p = .007, partial 0’ =.07). Finally, there was a significant Emotion main
effect (F(1, 55) = 18.41, p <.0005, partial 1’ =.25). There were no significant
interactions (see Table 3).

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with
Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor
(anger, disgust, fear, and sadness) and Emotion (happiness and love). The hypotheses
were as for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results showed that the variance of the eight dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .092 to .861 with the
exception of one variable), with varying degrees of heterogeneity among the six dependent
variables. Results of the Box’s M test were significant, F(36, 9935) = 1.77, p = .003 and
A (36, N = 55) = 64.03, p = .003. Tests of sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser
estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had met a pattern of sphericity on
tests involving the elicitor and the elicitor by emotion within-subject effects indicated this
assumption to have been met (€ > .70; Stevens, 1996).

As in Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 55) = .16,
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p > .05, partial n° < .01; see Appendix R; Table 4). In contrast to Set A, the Elicitor main
effect was not significant (F(3, 165) = 2.46, p > .05, partial n* = .04). As in Set A, there
was a significant Emotion main effect (F(1, 55) = 28.35. p <.0005, partial n’ = .34). Also
as in Set A, there were no significant interactions (see Table 4).

Ratings of experienced surprise and negative emotions for the surprise elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a two-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High

vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Emotion (surprise, anger,
disgust, fear, and sadness). The hypothesis was that people would not perceive high- and
low-status individuals as feeling different amounts of surprise following their encounter of
the surprise elicitors. In addition, it was hypothesized that people would perceive high-
relative to low-status individuals as feeling more anger and disgust in reaction to surprise
elicitors. Finally, it was hypothesized that people perceive high- relative to low-status
individuals as feeling less fear and sadness in reaction to surprise elicitors. Thus, the
expectation was of a significant status by emotion interaction.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of two of the five dependent
variables was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps =.003 and .045). Results
of the Box’s M test were significant, with both the F approximation, F(15, 11875) = 3.03,
p <.0005, and xz approximation, xz (15, N =57)=45.44, p <.0005. Tests of sphericity
using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had
met a pattern of sphericity on tests involving the emotion within-subject effects indicated
this assumption to have been met (€ > .70; Stevens, 1996).

Analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 55) = .05, p> .05,

partial n < .01; see Appendix R; Table 5). The Emotion main effect was significant (E(4,



220) = 22.33, p < .0005, partial n’ = .29). The expected Status x Emotion interaction was
not significant (F(4, 220) = .23, p > .05, partial n’ <.01). The means of participants’
ratings of high- and low-status individuals were still examined given that the comparisons
had been planned (Cone & Foster, 1993; Keppel, 1991; Pagano, 1981; Pedhazur, 1982;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Comparisons were made between participants’ perceptions of
the emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of
the surprise elicitors (see Table 5). Consistent with expectations, no difference emerged in
participants’ perceptions of the amount of surprise experienced by high- and low-status
individuals. Contrary to expectation, no difference emerged in participants’ perceptions of
the amount of negative emotions experienced between high- relative to low-status
individuals.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a two-way mixed ANOVA with

Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Emotion
(surprise, anger, disgust, fear. and sadness). The hypotheses were as for Set A.
Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of two of the five dependent
variables was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps = .212 and .746). Resuits
of the Box’s M test were significant, with both the F approximation, F(15, 11875) =2.10,
p=.007. and (’ approximation, %’ (15. N = 57) = 31.62, p =.007. Tests of sphericity
using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had
met a pattern of sphericity on tests involving the emotion within-subject effects indicated
this assumption to not have been met (¢ > .70; Stevens, 1996). Consequently, the degrees
of freedom were adjusted using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the emotion main

effect and the two-way interaction between status and emotion and an adjusted univariate
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Table 5

Ratings of surprise and negative emotions experienced for the surprise elicitors of Set A in Study

2 by status

Status Level

Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD =n t
Surprise 3.78 1.60 27 383 .75 30 +.17
Anger 270 1.68 27 273 94 30 +.08
Disgust 248 181 27 270 75 30 +.61
Fear 263 145 27 273 98 30 +.32

Sadness 252 178 27 243 9 30 -.23
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F value was considered.

As in Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (F(1, 55) = .01,
p > .05, partial n* < .01; see Appendix R; Table 6). Also, as in Set A, the Emotion main
effect was significant (F(2.15, 118.30) = 20.61, p <.0005. partial n* = .27). In contrast to
Set A, the expected Status x Emotion interaction was significant (F(2.15, 118.30) = 3.27,
p = .038, partial n2 =.06). To address the interaction, planned comparisons (t-tests) were
made between participants’ perceptions of the emotions experienced by high- and low-
status individuals following their encounter of the surprise elicitors {see Table 6).
Consistent with expectations, no difference emerged in participants’ perceptions of the
amount of surprise experienced by high- and low-status individuals. Contrary to
expectation, no difference emerged in participants’ perception of the amount of negative
emotions experienced between high- relative to low-status individuals. Marginal effects
were considered significant using a one-tailed t-test. Results of the one-tailed t-tests
indicated participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals to experience more

anger and less fear.

Ratings of experienced positive emotions for the surprise elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a two-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Emotion (happiness and
love). No difference was expected in participants’ perceptions of the amount of happiness
and love experienced by high- relative to low-status individuals after encountering a
surprise elicitor. The Status x Emotion interaction was found to be qualified by participant
gender (F(2.21, 117.00) = 3.00, p = .049, partial n’ = .05).

Male participants. Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of the two



Table 6

Ratings of emotions experienced for the surprise elicitors of Set B in Study 2 by status

Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD = t
Surprise 370 .70 30 3.2 8 27 -.86
Anger 233 80 30 3.00 1.68 27 +1.94**
Disgust 237 .89 30 237 1.71 27 .00
Fear 350 1.04 30 3.00 1L.11 27 -1.75%
Sadness 250 90 30 241 1.72 27 -.26
Happiness 213 .68 30 2,15 1.63 27 +.05
Love 207 .74 30 200 162 27 -.20
*p<.05

* one-tailed t-test
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dependent variables was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001. Results of the
Box’s M test were not significant, with both the F approximation, F(3, 16700) = .49, p >
.05, and Y approximation, %> (3, N = 19) = 1.46, p > .05.

Analyses did not reveal the Status or Emotion main effects nor the Status x
Emotion interaction to be significant (see Appendix R; Table 7). The means of
participants’ ratings of the emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals
following their encounter of the surprise elicitors were still considered given that the
comparisons had been planned. The comparisons did not reveal male participants to have
perceived a difference in the amount of emotions experienced between high- and low-
status individuals (see Table 7).

Female participants. Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of one of the
two dependent variables was adequate at the univariate level. with p > .001 (the exception
p =.001). Results of the Box’s M test were significant, with both the F approximation,
F(3, 233280) = 3.64, p = .012, and (* approximation, Y’ (3, N=38)=10.94,p=.012.

As for the male participants, analyses did not reveal the Status or Emotion main
effects nor the Status x Emotion interaction to be significant (see Appendix R; Table 8).
The means of participants’ ratings of the emotion experienced by high- and low-status
individuals following their encounter of the surprise elicitors were still considered given
that the comparisons had been planned. The comparisons did not reveal female
participants to have perceived a difference in the amount of emotions experienced between
high- and low-status individuals (see Table 8).

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a two-way mixed ANOVA with

Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Emotion
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Table 7

Male participants'ratings of positive emotions experienced for the surprise elicitors of Set A in
Study 2 by stawus

Status Level

Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD n t
Happiness 2.13  1.13 8 245 1.03 11 +.66

Love 200 120 8 236 .81 11 +.79




Table 8

Female participants’ ratings of positive emotions experienced for the surprise elicitors of Set A in

Study 2 by status

Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD n t
Happiness 237 1.77 19 226 87 19 -23

Love 226 194 19 1.95 85 19 -.65
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(happiness and love). The hypotheses were as for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of the two dependent variables did
not exceed ps > .001. Results of the Box’s M test were significant, with both the F
approximation, F(3, 870850) = 7.33, p <.0005, and (> approximation, > (3, N =57) =
22.00, p <.0005. No significant effects emerged (see Appendix R; Table 9). The means of
participants’ ratings of the emotion experienced by high- and low-status individuals
following their encounter of the surprise elicitors were still considered given that the
comparisons had been planned. The comparisons did not reveal participants to have
perceived a difference in the amount of emotions experienced between high- and low-
status individuals (see Table 6).

Ratings of experienced positive emotions and surprise for the positive elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor (happiness vs.
love) and Emotion (happiness, love, and surprise). The hypothesis was that participants
would perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as feeling less surprise in reaction
to positive elicitors. In addition, no difference was expected in participants’ perceptions of
the amount of happiness and love experienced by high- relative to low-status individuals
after encountering a positive elicitor.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variances of the six dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .044 to .604 with the
exception of one variable), with varying degrees of heterogeneity among the six dependent
variables. Results of the Box’s M test were not significant, with both the F approximation,

F(21, 10854) = 1.54, p > .05, and (* approximation, )(* (21, N=57) =32.51,p > .05.



66

Tests of sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common
covariance matrix had met a pattern of sphericity on tests involving the elicitor by emotion
within-subject effects indicated this assumption to have been met (¢ > .70; Stevens, 1996).
However, the assumption of sphericity was not considered tenable for tests involving the
emotion within-subjects effect. Consequently, the degrees of freedom were adjusted using
the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the emotion main effect and the two-way interaction
between status and emotion, and an adjusted univariate F value was considered.

Analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (F(1, 55) =3.43, p > .05,
partial n* = .06; see Appendix R; Table 10). The Elicitor main effect was not significant
(F(1,55) = 1.57, p > .05, partial n° = .03). Finally, there was a significant Emotion main
effect (F(1.32, 72.58) = 199.64, p < .0005, partial n’ =.78). The expected Status x
Emotion interaction was not significant (F(1.32, 72.58) = 1.76, p > .05, partial n° = .03).
The means of participants’ ratings of high- and low-status individuals were still examined
given that the comparisons had been planned. Planned comparisons (t-tests) were made
between participants’ perceptions of the emotions experienced by high- and low-status
individuals following their encounter of the positive elicitors. Consistent with
expectations, the comparisons revealed participants perceived high- relative to low-status
individuals as experiencing less surprise (see Table 9). Also, consistent with expectations,
participants did not perceive high- and low-status individuals as experiencing different
amounts of happiness and love. The Status x Emotion interaction was qualified by a
significant three-way interaction involving Elicitor (F(2, 110) = 6.05, p = .003, partial n=
.10). To determine the nature of the three-way interaction, multiple independent t-tests

were performed for the happiness and love elicitors on participants’ ratings of experienced



Table 9

Ratings of emotions experienced for the positive elicitors of Set A in Study 2 by status

67

Status Level

Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD n t

Happiness 428 .55 27 418 49 30 -75
Love 3.88 .83 27 3566 .65 30 -1.13
Surprise 252 101 27 204 58 30 -2.20*
Anger 1.19 36 27 1.29 41 30 +.94
Disgust 1.1s 258 27 1.27 .37 30 +1.41
Fear 1.53 .60 27 148 45 30 -38
Sadness 1.27 .39 27 144 47 30 +1.51

*p<.05
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happiness, love, and surprise to more clearly delineate the effect of each of the positive
elicitors on participants perceived experience of the positive emotions and surprise.
Because these comparisons were post hoc, a Bonferroni adjustment for six comparisons
was employed (a = .008). The only difference that emerged was in participants’
perceptions of the amount of surprise experienced in response to the happiness elicitors
(see Appendix T; Tables 1-2). High- relative to low-status individuals were perceived as
experiencing less surprise in response to the happiness elicitors. The mean difference in
participants’ perceptions of the amount of surprise experienced by high- and low-status
individuals for the love elicitors was consistent with the hypothesis but failed to reach
significance.

Finally, the only other significant result was the Elicitor x Emotion interaction
(E(2, 110) = 16.04, p < .0005, partial n’ = .23). This interaction did not involve status,
however, it supports the notion that each of the positive elicitors of Set A were more
likely to have elicited its corresponding positive emotion more intensely than the other
emotions.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with

Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor
(happiness vs. love) and Emotion (happiness, love, and surprise). The hypotheses were as
for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results showed that the variances of the six dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .382 to .618), with
varying degrees of heterogeneity among the six dependent variables. Results of the Box’s

M test were not significant, with both the F approximation, F(21, 10854) = 1.09, p > .05,
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and ( approximation, Y’ (21, N = 57) =22.88, p > .05. Tests of sphericity using the
Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had met a
pattern of sphericity on tests involving the elicitor by emotion within-subject effects
indicated this assumption to have been met (g > .70; Stevens, 1996). However, the
assumption of sphericity was not considered tenable for tests involving the emotion
within-subjects effect. Consequently, the degrees of freedom were adjusted using the
Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the emotion main effect and the two-way interaction
between status and emotion, and an adjusted univariate F value was considered.

As for Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 55) =
3.43, p> .05, partial n’ = .06; see Appendix R; Table 11). In contrast to Set A, a
significant Elicitor main effect was found (F(1,55) =4.15, p = .047, partial n* =.07). Asin
Set A, there was a significant Emotion main effect (F(1.33, 73.19) = 247.18, p < .0005,
partial n° = .82). In contrast to Set A, the expected Status x Emotion interaction was
significant (E(1.33, 73.19) = 9.22, p = .001, partial n’ =.14). To address the interaction,
planned comparisons (t-tests) were made between participants’ perceptions of the
emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of the
positive elicitors. The comparisons revealed that consistent with expectations participants
perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing less surprise (see Table
10). Also, consistent with expectations, participants did not perceive high- relative to low-
status individuals as experiencing different amounts of happiness and love. In contrast to
Set A, the Status x Emotion interaction was not qualified by a significant three-way
interaction involving Elicitor (F(2, 110) = .66, p > .05, partial n* =.01). As such, the

expected findings for surprise, happiness, and love emerged across all of the positive



Table 10
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Ratings of emotions experienced for the positive elicitors of Set B in Study 2 by status

Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD =n t
Happiness 435 46 30 432 47 27 -.29
Love 393 63 30 398 68 27 +.28
Surprise 276 .77 30 209 47 27 -3.90%**
Anger 1.20 .33 30 1.19 34 27 -.06
Disgust 1.23 .33 30 1.18 26 27 -73
Fear 1.68 .59 30 .31 37 27 -2.86**
Sadness 146 43 30 1.2 30 27 -2.11*
*p<.05 **p<.01 *** p<.001
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elicitor types.

Finally, as in Set A, the only other significant result was the two-way interaction
between Elicitor by Emotion (F(2, 110) = 23.88, p <.0005, partial nz =.30). This
interaction did not involve status, however, it supports the notion that each of the positive
elicitors of Set B were more likely to have elicited its corresponding positive emotion
more intensely than the other emotions.

Ratings of experienced anger, disgust, fear, and sadness for the positive elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor (happiness and
love) and Emotion (anger, disgust, fear, and sadness). No difference was expected in
participants’ perceptions of the amount of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness experienced by
high- relative to low-status individuals after encountering a positive elicitor.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variances of the eight dependent variables
was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .078 to .883 with the
exception of one variable). Results of the Box's M test were significant, F(36, 9935) =
3.09, p <.0005 and xz (36, N =55)=111.76, p < .0005. Tests of sphericity using the
Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on tests involving the within-subject effects of emotion and
the elicitor by emotion indicated this assumption to have been met (¢ > .70: Stevens,
1996).

Analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 55) =.77, p> .05,
partial n° = .01; see Appendix R; Table 12). The Elicitor main effect was significant (E(1,
55) = 5.94, p = .018, partial n> = .10). There was a significant Emotion main effect (F(3,

165) = 15.11, p < .0005, partial n° = .22). The Status x Emotion interaction was not
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significant (F(3, 165) =2.01, p > .05, partial n° = .04). The means of participants’ ratings
of high- and low-status individuals were still examined given that the comparisons had
been planned. Planned comparisons (t-tests) were made between participants’ perceptions
of the emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter
of the positive elicitors. The comparisons revealed that consistent with expectations,
participants did not perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing
different amounts of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness (see Table 9). The three-way
interaction involving Elicitor was not significant (F(3, 165) = .35, p > .05, partial i’ =
.01). As such, these findings for anger, disgust, fear, and sadness emerged across all of the
positive elicitors. There were no other significant effects.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with
Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor
(happiness and love) and Emotion (anger, disgust, fear, and sadness). The hypotheses
were as for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variances of the eight dependent variables
was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .010 to .686).
Results of the Box’s M test were significant, F(36, 9935) = 2.28, p <.0005 and xl (36, N
=55) = 82.43, p < .0005. Tests of sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on
tests involving the within-subject effects of elicitor by emotion indicated this assumption
to have been met (¢ > .70; Stevens, 1996). However, the assumption of sphericity was not
considered tenable for tests involving the emotion within-subjects effect. Consequently,
the degrees of freedom were adjusted using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the

main effect of emotion and the two-way interaction between status and emotion and an
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adjusted univariate F value was considered.

In contrast to Set A, analyses revealed a significant Status main effect (E(1, 55) =
4.57, p =.037, partial n* = .08; see Appendix R; Table 13). As in Set A, the Elicitor main
effect was significant (F(1, 55) = 4.66, p = .035, partial n° =.08). Also, as in Set A, there
was a significant Emotion main effect (F(1.93, 106.31) = 13.04, p <.0005, partial n’ =
.19). In contrast to Set A, the Status x Emotion interaction was significant (E(1.93,
106.31) = 4.59, p = .013, partial n* =.08). To address the interaction, planned
comparisons (t-tests) were made between participants’ perceptions of the emotions
experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of the positive
elicitors. The comparisons revealed that consistent with expectations, participants did not
perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing different amounts of anger
and disgust (see Table 10). Contrary to expectation, participants did perceive high-
relative to low-status individuals as experiencing less fear and sadness. As in Set A, the
Status x Emotion interaction was not qualified by a significant three-way interaction
involving Elicitor (E(3, 165) = 1.81, p> .05, partial n* = .03). As such, these findings for

anger and disgust emerged across all of the positive elicitors. There were no other

significant effects.
Study 3
Data screening

Three cases were deleted because their scores were outliers in univariate analyses
on 20% of the variables. Univariate outliers were scores that differed from the mean by
more than three standard deviations. Remaining outliers were adjusted to the mean plus or

minus three standard deviations. Two multivariate within-cell outliers were identified at a
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Mahalanobis distance, with p <.001, and deleted from any additional analyses
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Some of the variables were identified as moderately skewed
but left untransformed (Glass et al., 1972; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
Preliminary analyses with gender as a between subjects factor

Preliminary analyses with participant gender as a between subjects factor were
conducted. No effects emerged. As such analyses were conducted with participants’
gender collapsed.
Manipulation Check

Participants perceived high- (M = 5.26, SD = 1.37) relative to low-status (M = 3.03,
SD = 1.13) individuals as having more power to influence others, t(76) = 11.72, p <.0005.
In addition, participants perceived high- (M = 5.01, SD = 1.62) relative to low-status (M =
3.58, SD = 1.37) individuals as having more power to choose and pursue their own
activities and interests, t(76) = 7.36, p < .0005. All respondents but two correctly
identified the high-status group on the forced choice item. Nevertheless, the data sets from
these two participants were included in all data analyses.

Ratings of experienced emotion for the negative, surprise, and positive elicitors

As in Study 2, means for the seven experienced emotions were calculated for each
type of elicitor. Preliminary analyses were conducted across status levels to identify overall
trends in the data. Overall, with few exceptions, participants perceived individuals would
experience most intensely the emotion that identified the type of eliciting situation (see
Appendix U). Exceptions are as follows. For the disgust elicitor of Set A, participants
perceived the emotion of anger as being most experienced by both high- and low-status

individuals (see Appendix U1). In addition, for the love elicitors of Sets A and B,
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participants perceived the emotion of happiness as being most experienced by both high-
and low-status individuals (see Appendixes U1l and U2).

Set A. For the negative elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience negative emotions (M = 3.32, SD = .58) more than positive
emotions (M = 1.37, SD = .40), t(76) = 24.50, p < .0005. Participants did not perceive a
difference in the amount of negative emotions and surprise (M = 3.23, SD =.78;t < 1)
experienced by both the high- and low-status individuals.

For the surprise elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience surprise (M = 3.66, SD = .84) more than negative emotions (M
=2.46, SD = .71), (76) = 10.78, p <.0005. In addition, participants perceived both high-
and low-status individuals to experience surprise more than positive emotions (M = 1.97.
SD = .84), t(76) = 13.80, p < .0005.

For the positive elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience positive emotions (M = 4.06, SD = .52) more than negative
emotions (M = 1.34, SD = .36), t(76) = 36.11, p <.0005. In addition, participants
perceived both high- and low-status individuals to experience positive emotions more than
surprise (M = 2.34, SD = .66), (76) = 20.32, p <.0005.

Set B. Overall, the results of the elicitors from Set B were in line with those of Set
A. More specifically, for the negative elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-
status individuals to experience negative emotions (M = 3.33, SD = .49) more than
positive emotions (M = 1.38, SD = .39), t(76) = 28.39, p < .0005. In addition, participants
perceived both high- and low-status individuals to experience the negative emotions more

than surprise (M = 3.19, SD = .69), t(76) = 2.29, p = .025.
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For the surprise elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience surprise (M = 3.72, SD = .96) more than negative emotions (M
=2.26, SD =.73), t(76) = 12.30, p < .0005. In addition. participants perceived both high-
and low-status individuals to experience surprise more than positive emotions (M = 3.72,
SD =.96), t(76) = 13.98, p <.0005.

For the positive elicitors, participants perceived both high- and low-status
individuals to experience positive emotions (M = 4.02, SD = .57) more than negative
emotions (M = 1.26, SD = .33), t(76) = 34.08, p < .0005. In addition, participants
perceived both high- and low-status individuals to experience positive emotions more than
surprise (M = 2.42, SD = .61), t(76) = 18.67, p < .0005.

Ratings of experienced negative emotions and surprise for the negative elicitors

The following analyses addressed the experimental hypotheses. A summary of the
results that emerged from the ANOVAs conducted on the data in Study 3 are provided in
Table 11. For each Set of elicitors, A and B, separate analyses were conducted. All t-tests
are two-tailed unless specified otherwise.

Set A. Data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor (anger, disgust,
fear, and sadness) and Emotion (anger, disgust, fear, sadness, and surprise). The
hypothesis was that people perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as feeling more
anger, disgust, and surprise in reaction to negative elicitors. In addition, it was
hypothesized that people perceive low- relative to high-status individuals as feeling more
fear and sadness in reaction to negative elicitors. Thus, the expectation was of a significant

status by emotion interaction.
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Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variances of the 20 dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .124 to .985). Results of
the Box’s M test were not significant, F(210, 16735) = 1.13, p> .05 and xz Q10,N=174)
=241.09, p > .05. Tests of sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on tests
involving the within-subject effects of elicitor, emotion, and elicitor by emotion indicated
this assumption to have been met (€>.70; Stevens, 1996).

Analyses revealed a significant Status main effect (E(1, 74) = 6.59, p = .012,
partial n° = .08; see Appendix V; Table 1). Participants perceived high- (M = 3.46, SD =
.57) relative to low-status (M = 3.14, SD = .53) individuals as experiencing more emotion.
A significant Elicitor main effect was also found (F(3, 222) = 31.53, p <.0005, partial n*
=.30). Finally, there was a significant Emotion main effect (E(4, 296) = 14.71, p <.0005,
partial n° = .17). The expected Status x Emotion interaction was significant (E(4, 296) =
10.66, p < .0005, partial n* = .13). To address the interaction, planned comparisons (t-
tests) were made between participants’ perceptions of the emotions experienced by high-
and low-status individuals following their encounter of the negative elicitors. Consistent
with expectations, the comparisons revealed participants perceived high- relative to low-
status individuals as experiencing more anger, disgust. and surprise (see Table 12).
Contrary to expectation, no difference in participants’ perception of the amount of fear
and sadness experienced by high- relative to low-status individuals was found. The Status
x Emotion interaction was not qualified by a significant three-way interaction involving
Elicitor (F(12, 888) = 1.74, p > .05, partial n° = .02). As such, the expected findings for
anger, disgust, and surprise emerged across all of the negative elicitor types of Set A.

Finally, the only other significant result was the Elicitor x Emotion interaction
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Table 12

Ratings of emotions experienced for the negative elicitors of Set A in Study 3 by status

Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD n t
Anger 345 .70 38 387 .64 38 +2.72%*
Disgust 303 90 38 346 .83 38 +2.18*
Fear 299 77 38 3.04 .79 38 +.24
Sadness 344 67 38 328 63 38 -1.08
Surprise 2.78 .64 38 3.65 .64 38 +5.97%*+
Happiness 1.35 41 38 1.26 .31 38 -1.10
Love 1.53 .58 38 1.34 .34 38 -1.80**

*p<.05 **p<.0l ***p<.00l
* one-tailed t-test
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(E(12, 888) = 25.01, p <.0005, partial n2 =.25). This interaction did not involve status,
however, the finding supports the notion that, in general, each of the negative elicitors of
Set A were more likely to have elicited its corresponding negative emotion more intensely
than the other emotions.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOV A with
Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor
(anger, disgust, fear, and sadness) and Emotion (anger, disgust, fear, sadness, and
surprise). The expectation was of a significant status by emotion interaction.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variances of the 20 dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .035 to .985 with the
exception of one variable where p = .001). Results of the Box’s M test were not
significant, F(210, 16735) = 1.11, p> .05 and xz (210, N =74) =237.22, p > .05. Tests of
sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on tests involving the within-subject
effects of elicitor and emotion indicated this assumption to have been met (¢ > .70;
Stevens, 1996). However, the assumption of sphericity was not considered tenable for
tests involving the elicitor by emotion within-subjects effect. Consequently, the degrees of
freedom were adjusted using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the two-way
interaction between elicitor and emotion and the three-way status by elicitor by emotion
interaction and an adjusted univariate F value was considered.

In contrast to Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (F(l,
74) = .01, p> .05, partial n’ < .01, see Appendix V; Table 2). As in Set A, the Elicitor
main effect was significant (F(3, 222) = 5.01, p = .002, partial n* = .06). Also, as in Set A,

there was a significant Emotion main effect (F(4, 296) = 15.95, p < .0005, partial n’ =



82

.18). In addition, as in Set A, the expected Status x Emotion interaction was significant
(E(4, 296) = 6.07, p < .0005, partial nz =,08). To address the interaction, planned
comparisons (t-tests) were made between participants’ perceptions of the emotions
experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of the negative
elicitors. The comparisons revealed participants perceived high- relative to low-status
individuals as experiencing more anger and less fear (see Table 13). Contrary to
expectation, no difference in participants’ perception of the amount of disgust, surprise,
and sadness experienced by high- and low-status individuals was found. As in Set A, the
Status x Emotion interaction was not qualified by a significant three-way interaction
involving Elicitor (F(7.17, 530.32) = 1.49, p > .05, partial n® =.02). As such, the expected
findings for anger and fear emerged across all the negative elicitors.

Finally, the only other significant result was the Elicitor x Emotion interaction
(F(7.17, 530.32) = 52.29, p < .0005, partial n* = .41). This interaction did not involve
status, however, it supports the notion that each of the negative elicitors of Set B elicited
its corresponding negative emotion more intensely than the other emotions.

Ratings of experienced happiness and love for the negative elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOV A with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor (anger. disgust,
fear, and sadness) and Emotion (happiness and love). No difference was expected in
participants’ perceptions of the amount of happiness and love experienced by high-
relative to low-status individuals after encountering a negative elicitor.

Bartlett-Box resuits indicated that the variance of the eight dependent variables

was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .004 to .908 with the
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Ratings of emotions experienced for the negative elicitors of Set B in Study 3 by status

Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD n t

Anger 347 66 38 383 .60 38 +2.48*
Disgust 325 .73 38 332 .72 38 +.41
Fear 321 .64 38 290 .59 38 -2.21*
Sadness 344 56 38 323 66 38 -1.50
Surprise 3.12 59 38 326 .78 38 +.93
Happiness 1.32 .31 38 1.30 40 38 -.28
Love 140 .37 38 1.50 .58 38 +.92

*p<.05



exception of one variable where p = .001). Results of the Box’s M test were significant,
F(36. 18425) = 2.70, p <.0005 and (* (36, N = 74) = 97.33. p < .0005. Tests of sphericity
using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had
met a pattern of sphericity on tests involving the elicitor within-subject effects indicated
this assumption to have been met (g > .70; Stevens, 1996). However, the assumption of
sphericity was not considered tenable for tests involving the elicitor by emotion within-
subjects effect. Consequently, the degrees of freedom were adjusted using the
Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the two-way interaction between elicitor and emotion
and the three-way status by elicitor by emotion interaction and an adjusted univariate F
value was considered.

Analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 74) = 2.48, p > .05,
partial n° = .03; see Appendix V; Table 3). The Elicitor main effect was significant (F(3,
222) = 6.20, p < .0005, partial n® = .08). Finally, there was a significant Emotion main
effect (E(1, 74) = 16.39, p <.0005, partial n® =.18). There were no significant
interactions. The Status x Emotion interaction was not significant (E(1, 74) = 2.62, p >
.05, partial n* = .03). The means of participants’ ratings of high- and low-status
individuals were still examined given that the comparisons had been planned (Cone &
Foster, 1993; Keppel, 1991; Pagano. 1981; Pedhazur, 1982; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
Comparisons were made between participants’ perceptions of the emotions experienced by
high- and low-status individuals (see Table 12). Consistent with expectations, no
difference emerged in participants’ perceptions of the amount of happiness experienced by
high- and low-status individuals. A marginal effect was considered significant using a one-

tailed t-test. Results of the one-tailed t-test indicated participants perceived high- relative
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to low-status individuals as experiencing less love.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with
Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor
(anger, disgust, fear, and sadness) and Emotion (happiness and love). The hypotheses
were as for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results showed that the variance of the eight dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .003 to .667). Resulits of
the Box’s M test were not significant, F(36, 18425) = 1.38, p > .05 and XZ (B6,N=74)=
49.68, p > .05. Tests of sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the
common covariance matrix had met a pattern of sphericity on tests involving the elicitor
and the elicitor by emotion within-subject effects indicated this assumption to have been
met (g > .70; Stevens, 1996).

As in Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (F(1, 74) = .19,
p > .05, partial n* < .01; see Appendix V; Table 4). In contrast to Set A, the Elicitor main
effect was not significant (F(3, 222) = 2.09, p > .05, partial n° = .03). As in Set A. there
was a significant Emotion main effect (F(1, 74) = 13.21, p = .001, partial n° = .15). Also
as in Set A, there were no significant interactions (see Table 13).

Ratings of experienced surprise and negative emotions for the surprise elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a two-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Emotion (surprise, anger,
disgust, fear, and sadness). The hypothesis was that people would not perceive high- and
low-status individuals as feeling different amounts of surprise following their encounter of

the surprise elicitors. In addition, it was hypothesized that people would perceive high-
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relative to low-status individuals as feeling more anger and disgust in reaction to surprise
elicitors. Finally, it was hypothesized that people perceive high- relative to low-status
individuals as feeling less fear and sadness in reaction to surprise elicitors. Thus, the
expectation was of a significant status by emotion interaction.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of the five dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .038 to .594), with
varying degrees of heterogeneity among the five dependent variables. Results of the Box’s
M test were not significant, with both the F approximation, F(15, 22048) = 1.21, p> .05
and ( approximation, )’ (15, N = 76) = 18.10, p > .05. Tests of sphericity using the
Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had met a
pattern of sphericity on tests involving the emotion within-subject effects indicated this
assumption to not have been met (€ > .70; Stevens, 1996). Consequently, the degrees of
freedom were adjusted using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the emotion main
effect and the two-way interaction between status and emotion and an adjusted univariate
F value was considered.

Analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 74) = .65, p > .08,
partial n° = .01; see Appendix V; Table 5). The Emotion main effect was significant
(F(3.47, 256.84) = 45.80, p < .0005, partial n* = .38). The expected Status x Emotion
interaction was not significant (F(3.47, 256.84) = 2.42, p > .05, partial n° = .03). The
means of participants’ ratings of high- and low-status individuals were still examined given
that the comparisons had been planned. Comparisons were made between participants’
perceptions of the emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals following

their encounter of the surprise elicitors. Contrary to expectation, t-tests revealed
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participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing more
surprise (see Table 14). Also contrary to expectation, no difference in participants’
perception of the amount of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness experienced by high- relative
to low-status individuals was found.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a two-way mixed ANOVA with

Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Emotion
(surprise, anger, disgust, fear, and sadness). The hypothesis were as for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of the five dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .101 to .737), with
varying degrees of heterogeneity among the five dependent variables. Results of the Box’s
M test were not significant, with both the F approximation. F(15, 22048) =.77, p > .05,
and x2 approximation, xz (15, N =76) = 11.51, p > .05. Tests of sphericity using the
Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had met a
pattern of sphericity on tests involving the emotion within-subject effects indicated this
assumption to have been met (€ > .70; Stevens, 1996).

As in Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 74) = .17,
p> .05, partial n? <.01; see Appendix V; Table 6). Also. as in Set A, the Emotion main
effect was significant (F(4, 296) = 77.31, p < .0005, partial nz =.51). Asin Set A, the
expected Status x Emotion interaction was not significant (E(4, 296) = 1.54, p > .05,
partial n° = .02). The means of participants’ ratings of high- and low-status individuals
were still examined given that the comparisons had been planned. Comparisons were made
between participants’ perceptions of the emotions experienced by high- and low-status

individuals following their encounter of the surprise elicitors. Consistent with



Table 14

Ratings of emotions experienced for the surprise elicitors of Set A in Study 3 by status
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Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD = M SD n t

Surprise 345 89 38 387 .74 38 +2.24*
Anger 242 113 38 258 .83 38 +.70
Disgust 237 1.03 38 234 94 38 -.12
Fear 255 92 38 282 65 38 +1.44
Sadness 242 1.00 38 2.18 .73 38 -1.18
Happiness 203 .75 38 211 135 38 +.31
Love 1.87 .84 38 1.89 .69 38 +.15

*p<.05
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expectations, t-tests participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as
experiencing less fear (see Table 15). In addition, consistent with expectation, no
difference emerged in participants’ perception of the amount of surprise experienced
between high- and low-status individuals. Contrary to expectation, no difference in
participants’ perception of the amount of anger, disgust. and sadness experienced by high-
relative to low-status individuals was found.

Ratings of experienced positive emotions for the surprise elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a two-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Emotion (happiness and
love). No difference was expected in participants’ perceptions of the amount of happiness
and love experienced by high- relative to low-status individuals after encountering a
surprise elicitor.

Bartlett-Box results indicated the variance of the two dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps =.001 and .223. Results of the Box’s M test were
significant, with both the F approximation, F(3. 985679) = 7.73. p <.0005, and ¥’
approximation, xz (3, N=76) =23.18, p <.0005. Analyses did not reveal any significant
effects (see Appendix V; Table 7).

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a two-way mixed ANOVA with

Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Emotion
(happiness and love). The hypotheses were as for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variance of the six dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps =.422 and .987. Results of the Box’s M test were

not significant, with both the F approximation, F(3, 985679) = .35, p > .05, and xz
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Ratings of emotions experienced for the surprise elicitors of Set B in Study 3 by status

Status Level

Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD n M SD n t

Surprise 3.74 83 38 3.71 1.09 38 -.12
Anger 2.16 1.00 38 224 1.13 38 +.32
Disgust 200 96 38 200 1.01 38 .00
Fear 3.18 .77 38 274 .92 38 -2.30*
Sadness 1.84 89 38 1.92 94 38 +.38
Happiness 218 90 38 1.92 .78 38 -1.36
Love 1.87 .81 38 1.68 .81 38 -99

*p<.05
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approximation, xz (3, N=176) =1.06, p > .05. Analyses revealed a significant Emotion
main effect (E(1, 74) = 10.99, p < .001, partial n’ = .13). Analyses did not reveal any
other significant effects (see Appendix V; Table 8).

Ratings of experienced positive emotions and surprise for the positive elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with Status (High
vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor (happiness vs.
love) and Emotion (happiness, love, and surprise). The hypothesis was that participants
would perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as feeling less surprise in reaction
to positive elicitors. In addition, no difference was expected in participants’ perceptions of
the amount of happiness and love experienced by high- relative to low-status individuals
after encountering a positive elicitor.

Bartlett-Box results showed that the variances of the six dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .264 to .800), with
varying degrees of heterogeneity among the six dependent variables. Results of the Box’s
M test were not significant, with both the F approximation, F(21, 20140) = 1.21, p > .05,
and xz approximation, x2 (21, N =74) =25.45, p > .05. Tests of sphericity using the
Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had met a
pattern of sphericity on tests involving the emotion and the elicitor by emotion within-
subject effects indicated this assumption to have heen met (¢ > .70; Stevens, 1996).

Analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 74) = 3.81, p > .05,
partial n’ = .05; see Appendix V; Table 9). The Elicitor main effect was significant
(E(1,74) = 17.15, p < .0005, partial n* = .12). Finally, there was a significant Emotion

main effect (F(2, 148) = 320.18, p < .0005, partial n° = .81). The expected Status x
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Emotion interaction was not significant (F(2, 148) = 1.95, p > .05, partial n* = .03). The
means of participants’ ratings of high- and low-status individuals were still examined given
that the comparisons had been planned. Planned comparisons (t-tests) were made between
participants’ perceptions of the emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals
following their encounter of the positive elicitors. Consistent with expectations, the
comparisons revealed participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as
experiencing less surprise (see Table 16). Also, consistent with expectations, participants
did not perceive high- and low-status individuals as experiencing different amounts of
happiness and love. The Status x Emotion interaction was qualified by a significant three-
way interaction involving Elicitor (F(2, 148) = 5.81, p = .004, partial n* = .07). To
determine the nature of the three-way interaction, multiple independent t-tests were
performed for the happiness and love elicitors on participants’ ratings of experienced
happiness, love, and surprise to more clearly delineate the effect of each of the positive
elicitors on participants perceived experience of the positive emotions and surprise.
Because these comparisons were post hoc. a Bonferroni adjustment for six comparisons
was employed (a = .008). The only difference that emerged was in participants’
perceptions of the amount of surprise experienced in response to the happiness elicitors
(see Appendix W; Tables 1-2). High- relative to low-status individuals were perceived as
experiencing less surprise in response to the happiness elicitors. The mean difference in
participants’ perceptions of the amount of surprise experienced by high- and low-status
individuals for the love elicitors was consistent with the hypothesis but failed to reach

significance.
Finally, both the Status x Elicitor interaction (E(1, 74) = 17.78, p < .0005, partial



Table 16

Ratings of emotions experienced for the positive elicitors of Set A in Study 3 by status
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Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD 1 M SD 1 t

Happiness 436 54 38 432 42 38 -.36
Love 388 66 38 3568 .70 38 -1.26
Surprise 252 .64 38 216 .64 38 -2.48*
Anger 1.24 40 38 1.13 24 38 -1.49
Disgust 131 .50 38 .19 26 38 -1.29
Fear 1.73 .57 38 1.39 47 38 -2.80**
Sadness 145 47 38 1.28 .37 38 -1.69
*p<.05 **p<.01
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N’ =.19) and the Elicitor x Emotion interaction (E(2, 148) = 29.04, p < .0005, partial n* =
.28) were significant. The former interaction was not of interest in that it did not
distinguish between participants perceptions of respective emotions. The latter interaction
did not involve status, however, the finding supports the notion that each of the positive
elicitors of Set A were more likely to have elicited its corresponding positive emotion
more intensely than the other emotions.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with
Status (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor
(happiness vs. love) and Emotion (happiness, love, and surprise). The hypotheses were as
for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results showed that the variances of the six dependent variables was
adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .169 to .988), with
varying degrees of heterogeneity among the six dependent variables. Results of the Box’s
M test were not significant, with both the F approximation, F(21, 20140) = 1.06, p > .05,
and xz approximation, xz (21,N =74)=22.36, p > .05. Tests of sphericity using the
Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on whether the common covariance matrix had met a
pattern of sphericity on tests involving the emotion and the elicitor by emotion within-
subject effects indicated this assumption to have been met (¢ > .70; Stevens, 1996).

As in Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (F(1, 74) =
1.24, p > .05, partial n* = .02; see Appendix V; Table 10). [n contrast to Set A, the
Elicitor main effect was not significant (F(1,74) = .18, p > .05, partial n°> <.01). As in Set
A, there was a significant Emotion main effect (F(2, 148) = 271.99, p < .0005, partial n° =

.79). Also, as in Set A, the expected Status x Emotion interaction was not significant (F(2,
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148) = 1.63, p > .05, partial n* = .02). The means of participants’ ratings of high- and
low-status individuals were still examined given that the comparisons had been planned.
Planned comparisons (t-tests) were made between participants’ perceptions of the
emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of the
positive elicitors. Consistent with expectations, the comparisons revealed participants
perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing less surprise (see Table
17). Also, consistent with expectations, participants did not perceive high- and low-status
individuals as experiencing different amounts of happiness and love. The Status x Emotion
interaction was not qualified by a significant three-way interaction involving Elicitor (E(2,
148) = 1.01, p > .05, partial n* = .01). As such, the expected findings for surprise,
happiness, and love emerged across all of the positive elicitor types.

Finally, the only other significant result was the Elicitor x Emotion interaction
(E(2, 148) = 79.89, p < .0005, partial n’ = .52). This interaction did not involve status,
however, it supports the notion that each of the positive elicitors of Set B were more
likely to have elicited its corresponding positive emotion more intensely than the other
emotions.
Ratings of experienced anger, disgust, fear, and sadness for the positive elicitors

Set A. Data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with Status Level
(High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on Elicitor (happiness
and love) and Emotion (anger, disgust, fear, and sadness). No difference was expected in
participants’ perceptions of the amount of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness experienced by
high- relative to low-status individuals after encountering a positive elicitor.

Bartlett-Box resuits indicated that the variances of the eight dependent variables



Table 17

Ratings of emotions experienced for the positive elicitors of Set B in Study 3 by status
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Status Level
Low High
Emotions
Experienced M SD =n M SD »n t

Happiness 431 51 38 426 61 38 -.36
Love 376 .67 38 374 .74 38 -.12
Surprise 2.57 60 38 228 .60 38 -2.13*
Anger .11 17 38 1.18 .36 38 +1.12
Disgust 1.14 .19 38 1.21 .38 38 +1.05
Fear 1.52 54 38 1.29 43 38 -2.05*
Sadness 1.29 36 38 1.30 .50 38 +.13

*p<.05
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was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .003 to .598 with the
exception of one variable where p < .001). Results of the Box’s M test were significant,
E(36, 18425) = 2.44, p < .0005 and (* (36, N = 74) = 88.04, p < .0005. Tests of sphericity
using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on tests involving the within-subject effects of
emotion and the elicitor by emotion indicated this assumption to have been met (¢ > .70;
Stevens, 1996).

Analyses did reveal a significant Status main effect (E(1, 74) = 5.06, p=.028,
partial > = .06; see Appendix V; Table 11). Participants perceived high- (M = 1.25, SD =
29) relative to low-status (M = 1.43, SD = .41) individuals as experiencing less emotion.
The Elicitor main effect was not significant (F(1, 74) = 3.77, p > .05, partial n° = .05).
There was a significant Emotion main effect (F(3, 222) = 29.06, p < .0005, partial n* =
-28). The Status x Emotion interaction was significant (F(3, 222) = 2.86, p = .038, partial
n’ =.04). Planned comparisons (t-tests) were made between participants’ perceptions of
the emotions experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of
the positive elicitors. The comparisons revealed that consistent with expectations,
participants did not perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing
different amounts of anger, disgust, and sadness (see Table 16). Contrary to expectation,
participants did perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing less fear.
The Status x Emotion interaction was not qualified by a significant three-way interaction
involving Elicitor (F(3, 222) = .51, p > .05, partial n* < .01). As such, these findings for
anger, disgust, and sadness emerged across all of the positive elicitor types.

Finally, the only other significant resuit was the Elicitor x Emotion interaction

(E(3, 222) = 15.96, p < .0005, partial n* = .18). This interaction was not of interest for
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this study in that it did not involve status.

Set B. As for Set A, data were examined within a three-way mixed ANOVA with
Status Level (High vs. Low) as a between subjects factor and repeated measures on
Elicitor (happiness and love) and Emotion (anger, disgust, fear, and sadness). The
hypotheses were as for Set A.

Bartlett-Box results indicated that the variances of the eight dependent variables
was adequate at the univariate level, with ps > .001 (ps ranging from .018 to .178 with the
exception of three variables where p <.001). Results of the Box’s M test were significant,
E(36, 18425) = 2.81, p < .0005 and xz (36, N =74) =101.32, p <.000S. Tests of
sphericity using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator on tests involving the within-subject
effects of elicitor by emotion indicated this assumption to have been met (€ > .70; Stevens,
1996). However, the assumption of sphericity was not considered tenable for tests
involving the emotion within-subjects effect. Consequently, the degrees of freedom were
adjusted using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimator for the main effect of emotion and the
two-way interaction between status and emotion and an adjusted univariate F value was
considered.

In contrast to Set A, analyses did not reveal a significant Status main effect (F(1,
74) = .06, p > .05, partial n° < .01; see Appendix V; Table 12). Also. in contrast to Set A,
the Elicitor main effect was significant (F(1, 74) = 9.70, p = .003, partial n° = .12). As in
Set A, there was a significant Emotion main effect (F(1.98, 146.57) = 20.47, p <.0005,
partial n’ = .22). Also, as in Set A, the Status x Emotion interaction was significant
(E(1.98, 146.57) = 7.60, p = .001, partial n’ = .09). To address the interaction, planned

comparisons (t-tests) were made between participants’ perceptions of the emotions
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experienced by high- and low-status individuals following their encounter of the positive
elicitors. The comparisons revealed participants did not perceive high- relative to low-
status individuals as experiencing different amounts of anger, disgust, and sadness (see
Table 17). Contrary to expectation, participants did perceive high- relative to low-status
individuals as experiencing less fear. The Status x Emotion interaction was not qualified by
a significant three-way interaction involving Elicitor (F(3, 222) = .29, p > .05, partial n° <
.01). As such, these findings for anger, disgust, and sadness emerged across all of the
positive elicitors. There were no other significant effects.
Discussion

The results of Studies 2 and 3 were mainly consistent with expectations. Results
can be understood in the broad context that having a specified social standing defines the
emotions which are considered common and acceptable for that individual to feel (Smith-
Lovin, 1990).

Consider the negative elicitors of anger. disgust, fear, and sadness.

Perceived experience of anger and disgust. For the emotions of anger and disgust,

which are considered potent negative emotions, the expectation was that participants
would perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing more anger and
disgust following their encounter of negative elicitors. Consistent with expectations,
results indicated that participants in both Studies 2 and 3 perceived high- relative to low-
status individuals as experiencing more anger when faced with negative elicitors. The
results for the emotion of disgust were also as expected but status differences emerged in

only two of the four comparisons that were made for elicitor sets across the status groups
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of Studies 2 and 3.

Perceived experience of fear and sadness. Consider in turn the results for the
emotions of fear and sadness, which are less potent negative emotions than are anger and
disgust. The expectation for the emotions of fear and sadness was that participants would
perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing less fear and sadness when
faced with negative elicitors. Contrary to expectation, results indicated that, in general,
participants did not perceive high- and low-status individuals to experience different levels
of fear and sadness when faced with negative elicitors. In only one of the eight
comparisons that were made for elicitors sets across the status groups of Studies 2 and 3
did a status difference emerge. In that analysis, results were as expected, in that
participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing less fear
when faced with negative elicitors.

Perceived experience of surprise. For the emotion of surprise, the expectation was
that participants would perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing
more surprise when faced with negative elicitors. The results for the emotion of surprise
were as expected; status differences emerged in three of the four comparisons that were
made for elicitor sets across the status groups of Studies 2 and 3. As expected,
participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing more
surprise following their encounter of negative elicitors.

Perceived experience of happiness and love. For the emotions of happiness and

love, the expectation was that participants would not perceive a difference in the amount
of happiness and love experienced by high- and low-status individuals when faced with

negative elicitors. An unexpected status difference emerged in one of the four comparisons



101

that were made for love. In that analysis, participants perceived high- relative to low-
status individuals as experiencing less love when faced with negative elicitors. As
expected, no status differences emerged in participants’ perceptions of the happiness
experienced by high- and low-status individuals when faced with negative elicitors.

Summary of results for the negative elicitors. Overall, the findings for the negative
elicitors suggest that when high- and low-status individuals encounter negative events, people,

as expected, do consider these individuals’ emotional reactions to be defined by the status
hierarchy. In general, when a status difference emerged, people perceived high- relative to low-
status individuals to experience more anger, disgust, and surprise following their encounter of a
negative elicitor.

Surprise elicitors

Consider next the perceived emotions for the surprise elicitors.

Perceived experience of anger and disgust. For the emotions of anger and disgust,
which are considered potent negative emotions, the expectation was that participants
would perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing more anger and
disgust following their encounter of the same surprise elicitor. Contrary to expectation,
results indicated that, in general, participants did not perceive high- and low-status
individuals to experience different levels of anger and disgust when faced with surprise
elicitors. In only one of the eight comparisons that were made for elicitors sets across the
status groups of Studies 2 and 3 did a status difference emerge. In that analysis, resuits
were as expected, in that participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as

experiencing more anger when faced with surprise elicitors.
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Perceived experience of fear and sadness. Consider in turn the results for the

emotions of fear and sadness, which are less potent negative emotions than are anger and
disgust. The expectation for the emotions of fear and sadness was that participants would
perceive high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing less fear and sadness when
faced with the same surprise elicitor. Contrary to expectation, results indicated that, in
general, participants did not perceive high- and low-status individuals to experience
different levels of fear and sadness when faced with the same surprise elicitor. A status
difference emerged in only two of the eight comparisons that were made for the fear and
sadness elicitor sets across the status groups of Studies 2 and 3. In these instances, as
expected, participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as experiencing
less fear when faced with a surprise elicitor.

Perceived experience of surprise. For the emotion of surprise, the expectation was
that participants would not perceive high- and low-status individuals as experiencing
different amounts of surprise when faced with a surprise elicitor. For three of the four
comparisons, this was the case. Contrary to expectation, a status difference emerged in
one of the four comparisons that were made for elicitor sets across the status groups of
Studies 2 and 3. Following the encounter of the surprise elicitor of Set B (“encounter a
new, unfamiliar situation caused by another”), participants in Study 3 perceived that a
high- relative to a low-status individual would experience more surprise. As such, the
results for participants’ perceptions of high- and low-status individuals experience of
surprise following the encounter of a surprise elicitor were mainly in keeping with

expectations.
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Perceived experience of happiness and love. For the emotions of happiness and

love, the expectation was that participants would not perceive a difference in the amount
of happiness and love experienced by high- and low-status individuals when faced with a
surprise elicitor. Indeed, as expected, no status differences emerged in participants’
perceptions of the happiness and love experienced by high- and low-status individuals
when faced with a surprise elicitor.

Summary of results for the surprise elicitors. Overall, the findings for the surprise

elicitors suggest that when high- and low-status individuals encounter surprising events,
people do not consider these individuals’ emotional reactions as defined by the status hierarchy.
Positive elicitors

Consider next the perceived emotions for the positive elicitors of happiness and
love.

Perceived experience of happiness and love. For the emotions of happiness and
love, the expectation was that participants would not perceive a difference in the amount
of happiness and love experienced by high- and low-status individuals when faced with
positive elicitors. Indeed, as expected, no status differences emerged in participants’
perceptions of the happiness and love experienced by high- and low-status individuals
when faced with positive elicttors.

Perceived experience of surprise. For surprise, the expectation was that
participants would perceive high- reiative to low-status individuals as experiencing less
surprise when faced with positive elicitors. As expected, participants perceived high-
relative to low-status individuals as feeling less surprise when faced with positive elicitors.

These findings for surprise are consistent with those of Study 1. In Study 1, participants
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perceived positive elicitors as more likely to occur to high- relative to low-status
individuals. A consequence would be that participants in Studies 2 and 3 would perceive
high-status individuals as feeling less surprise in reaction to positive elicitors.

Perceived experience of anger and disgust. For the emotions of anger and disgust,

which are considered potent negative emotions. the expectation was that participants
would not perceive a difference in the amount of these negative emotions experienced by
high- and low-status individuals when faced with positive elicitors. Results were consistent
with expectations. Results indicated that participants in both Studies 2 and 3 did not
perceive these emotions as being differentially experienced by high- and low-status
individuals.

Perceived experience of fear and sadness. Consider in turn the results for the

emotions of fear and sadness, which are less potent negative emotions than are anger and
disgust. The expectation for the emotions of fear and sadness was that participants would
not perceive a difference in the amount of the low-potent negative emotions of fear and
sadness experienced by high- and low-status individuals when faced with positive elicitors.
Contrary to expectations, participants’ perceived the amounts of fear and sadness
experienced by high- and low-status individuals following a positive elicitor to differ. For
the emotion of fear, status differences emerged in three of the four comparisons that were
made across elicitor sets for the status groups of Studies 2 and 3. For the emotion of
sadness, a status difference emerged in one of the four comparisons that was made across
elicitor sets for the status groups of Studies 2 and 3. These results indicated that when a
status difference emerged, participants perceived low- relative to high-status individuals as

experiencing more fear and sadness when faced with positive elicitors. These findings,
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while unexpected, may be linked to the expectations surrounding low-status individuals
experience of surprise when faced with a positive elicitor. As noted above, low- relative to
high-status individuals were perceived as feeling more surprise when faced with positive
elicitors. The indication that more surprise is perceived to be experienced by low- relative
to high-status individuals when faced with positive elicitors may be linked to low-status
individuals being perceived to experience feelings of insecurity and uncertainty as to
whether the positive event is considered deserved or calls for reciprocation. Given the
individual’s low-status, emotions of fear and sadness may be experienced as a result of
their perceived inability to pay back such positive intentions. These results were consistent
with the general theoretical framework that high- relative to low-status individuals are more
likely to experience potent emotions, while low- relative to high-status individuals are
more likely to experience less potent emotions (Heise, 1979; Smith-Lovin, 1990).
Nevertheless, the nature of this finding was unexpected such that the difference in low-
relative to high-status individuals experience of the low-potent emotions followed their
encounter of a positive elicitor.

Summary of results for the positive elicitors. Overall. the findings for the positive
elicitors suggest that when high- and low-status individuals encounter positive events, people,
as expected. do consider these individuals’ emotional reactions to be defined by the status
hierarchy. In general, when a status difference emerged, people perceived high- relative to low-
status individuals to experience less surprise following their encounter of a positive elicitor. An
unexpected finding was that following the encounter of positive events, people also consider
the amount of the low-potent negative emotions, fear and sadness, to be defined by the status

hierarchy. When a status difference emerged, people perceived low- relative to high-status
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individuals to experience more fear and sadness following their encounter of a positive elicitor.
Overall summary

Most of the results in Studies 2 and 3 were as expected. As expected, when a status
difference emerged, participants considered that high- relative to low-status individuals
experience more of the high-potent negative emotions of anger and disgust following their
encounter of a negative or surprise elicitor. Also as expected, when a status difference
emerged, participants considered that low- relative to high-status individuals experience more
of the low-potent negative emotion of fear following their encounter of a negative or surprise
elicitor. Unexpectedly, a status difference emerged which indicated that participants considered
low-relative to high status individuals experience more of the low-potent negative emotions of
fear and sadness following their encounter of a positive elicitor. In conclusion, as expected, the
results of Studies 2 and 3 indicated that high- relative to low-status individuals were not
perceived by participants as simply experiencing more of the high-potent negative emotions of
anger and disgust when faced with any type of elicitor. [n addition. and also as expected,
results indicated that low- relative to high-status individuals were not perceived by participants
as simply experiencing more of the low-potent negative emotions of fear and sadness when
taced with any type of elicitor. For the emotion of surprise, when a status difference emerged,
participants, as expected, perceived high- relative to low-status individuals to experience more
surprise when faced with a negative or surprise elicitor, whereas low- relative to high-status
individuals were perceived to experience more surprise when faced with a positive elicitor. In
general, consistent with expectations, no difference in the amount of happiness and love
experienced was perceived to exist between high- and low-status individuals following their

encounter of negative, surprise, or positive elicitors.
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Study 4

Study 4 addressed an alternative, group conflict, explanation based on people’s social
perception of groups of the results of Studies 2 and 3. Previous research on the interaction
between members of two groups has demonstrated that individuals in the identified groups
assume competition and conflict to exist between the members of the two groups (Billig &
Tajfel, 1973). How observers consider the interaction between the members of two groups has
been shown to function in much the same manner. For example, Wilder (1978; Study 1) had
participants read a summary of a civil suit. Participants were then informed they would be
viewing a videotape which contained the opinions of four individuals concerning the legal case.
The opinions participants would hear would be the respective individuals’ initial reactions to
the legal case. In one (one-group) condition, participants were informed that the discussants
belonged to the same group (J). In another (two-groups) condition, participants were informed
that two groups (J and K) were equally represented by the discussants. That is, half the
discussants were described as belonging to group J and the other half of the discussants were
described as belonging to group K. All participants viewed the identical videotape. Participants
in the one-group condition were asked to listen to the opinions of group member one of the “J”
group. Participants in the one-group condition were then asked to predict the opinion of
“group member three.” Participants in the two-group condition were also asked to listen to the
opinions of group member one of the “J”” group. Participants in the two-groups condition were
asked to predict the opinion of “group member one of the K group” (who was the same
confederate as group member three (of the J group) in the one-group condition). In the
condition in which the discussants were described as belonging to one group, participants

expected that “group member three” would agree with the opinion expressed by “group
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member one.” In the condition in which the discussants were described as belonging to two
groups, participants perceived that “group member one of the K group” would disagree with
the opinion expressed by “group member one of the J group.”

People have been shown to make unspoken inferences to determine the causes and
consequences of actions (Singer & Ferreira, 1983; van den Broek. 1990). People have been
found to fill in ambiguities and details based on their stereotypes of the target individual they
are observing (Dunning & Sherman, 1997). How two groups are perceived by observers may
have implications for participants’ perceptions of the emotions experienced in Studies 2 and 3.
Consider the findings in Studies 2 and 3. When a status difference emerged for the negative
elicitors, participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals to experience more of
the high-potent negative emotions of anger and disgust, as well as surprise. The alternative
group contlict account of these findings is that when a participant is presented a situation
wherein a high-status individual is faced with a negative elicitor, the participant would assurne
that the elicitor was caused by a low-status group member, resulting in the high-status
individual being surprised by the occurrence of the event and experiencing the high-potent
emotions of anger and disgust. The experience of anger by high-status individuals may reflect
an assertion of authority (cf. Averill. 1982). Next consider that in Studies 2 and 3, the
expectation was that low- relative to high-status individuals would be perceived by participants
to experience more of the low potent emotions of fear and sadness after facing a negative
elicitor. In general, no status difference emerged for the experience of the low-potent negative
emotions of fear and sadness in reaction to the negative elicitors. Nevertheless, the group
conflict account is that when a participant perceives a low-status individual as faced with a

negative elicitor, the participant would assume that the elicitor was caused by a high-status



109

group member resulting in the low-status ndividual experiencing the low-potent emotions of
fear and sadness.

Other findings in Studies 2 and 3 indicated that when a status difference emerged for
the surprise elicitors, participants perceived high- relative to low-status individuals to
experience more anger, more surprise, and less fear. In contrast, the alternative account from a
group conflict perspective is that participants will perceive the surprise elicitors occurring to
one individual as being caused by a member of the other group. As such, the group conflict
perspective leads to the expectation in Study 4 that when a participant perceives a high-status
individual as faced with a surprise elicitor, the person would assume that the elicitor was
caused by a low-status group member, resulting in the high-status individual being perceived by
participants as experiencing surprise along with the high-potent emotions of anger and disgust.
As well, it follows that when a person perceives a low-status individual faced with a surprise
elicitor, the person would assume that the elicitor was caused by a high-status group member,
resulting in the low-status individual being perceived by participants as experiencing surprise
along with the low-potent emotions of fear and sadness.

When a status difference emerged, for the positive elicitors of Studies 2 and 3,
participants perceived low- relative to high-status individuals as experiencing more of the
negative emotions of fear and sadness, and surprise. A group conflict perspective implies that
when a positive elicitor is encountered by an individual the positive elicitor would be perceived
by participants to have been caused by a member of the same group resulting in the individual
not feeling threatened. As such, the expectation would not be of high- and low-status
individuals experiencing different amounts of the negative emotions, surprise, or the positive

emotions.
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In sum, the group conflict perspective expectation for both the negative and surprise
elicitors was for cross-status effects. Negative and surprise elicitors that occur to one individual
would be perceived as originating from a member of the other group. In addition, for the
positive elicitors that occur to one individual the expectation was that participants would
perceive an individual who belongs to the same status group as more likely to have caused the
event. Nevertheless, as noted above, a group conflict perspective cannot account for the
elevated fear and sadness ratings made for low-status individuals for the positive elicitors.

Method
Participants

Participants in Study 4 were undergraduate students recruited in the same manner as m
Study 2. In Study 4, there were 35 male and 36 female participants. Mean age was 26.6 years;
range was 18 to 69.

Procedure

As in Study 2, the experimenter read a cover story which described the experiments
dealing with the first impressions that individuals make when they come in contact with
the people of a new culture (see Appendix H). Participants then completed a consent form
(see Appendix I). The procedure for Study 4 was identical to that of Study 2 up to the
administration of the dependent measure.

For Study 4, the 24 descriptions of the eliciting situations of Study 1 were again
utilized. For half of the participants, the questionnaire read as follows: “Individuals in this
culture may encounter different situations. For each of the situations listed, please decide
whether the situation encountered by a Gunada is more likely to have been caused by another

Gunada or more likely to have been caused by a Ngwani.” (see Appendix X). These
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instructions were followed by the elicitors of Set A. Participants indicated whether the
elicitor’s cause or source was more likely a Gunada (1), equally likely (2), or more likely a
Ngwani (3). After responding to the elicitors of Set A, participants were provided the
following instructions: *“You have just answered questions as to how likely situations a Gunada
encounters may have been caused by another Gunada or a Ngwani. You will be now presented
with a different set of situations which have occurred to a Ngwani. This time you will be asked
whether each situation was more likely to have been caused by another Ngwani or more likely
to have been caused by a Gunada.” These instructions were then followed by the elicitors of
Set B. Participants again indicated their responses in a manner identical to that described
above. For the other half of the participants the pairing of elicitors to status level was reversed.
Order of presentation of the status groups was counterbalanced.

A manipulation check (see Appendix N) was administered to participants after they had
completed the questionnaire. Participants were then debriefed (see Appendix Y) and paid $8
for their participation.

Results
Manipulation Check

Participants perceived high- (M = 5.75, SD = 1.25) relative to low-status (M =2.93,
SD = 1.13) individuals as having more power to influence others. t(71) = 12.70, p <.0005.
In addition, participants perceived high- (M = 5.62, SD = 1.41) relative to low-status (M =
3.72, SD = 1.50) individuals as having more power to choose and pursue their own
activities and interests, t(71) = 8.47, p <.0005. All respondents but one correctly

identified the high-status group on the forced choice item.
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Perceived cause of elicitors

Participants’ perceptions of an elicitor’s cause were analyzed using a x2 test of the
independence of categorical variables (Pagano, 1981; Runyon & Haber, 1984). For the
elicitors of Sets A and B, participants’ responses were analyzed to determine whether
there existed across status a difference in the perceived cause of an elicitor (see Tables 18
and 19).

Set A

Expectations of perceived cause of the negative and surprise eliciiors. In terms of

the group conflict perspective, the expectation for both the negative and surprise elicitors
was for cross-status effects. More specifically, when either a negative or surprise elicitor
was described as having occurred to a high-status individual, the expectation from a group
conflict perspective was that people would be more likely to endorse the choice of a low-
status individual as the originator of the elicitor than would be expected by chance. In
contrast, when either a negative or surprise elicitor was described as having occurred to a
low-status individual, the expectation from a group conflict perspective was that people
would be more likely to endorse the choice of a high-status individual as the originator of
the elicitor than would be expected by chance.

Perceived cause of the negative elicitors. Overall, results for the negative elicitors
of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness of Set A were somewhat consistent with expectations
derived from the group conflict perspective (see Table 18). Consider that for four of the
seven negative elicitors a significant cross-status effect did emerge. Participants’ responses
suggested that given two anger elicitors and one disgust elicitor of Set A, participants

were more likely to perceive a low-status individual as more likely to have caused these
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elicitors to a high-status individual than to another low-status individual. For the fear
elicitor of “anticipate social rejection” participants’ responses suggested that they
perceived a low-status individual as more likely to have caused this fear elicitor to a high-
status individual than to another low-status individual. In addition, participants’ responses
suggested that they perceived a high-status individual as more likely to have caused this
fear elicitor to a low-status individual than to another high-status individual. For the three
remaining negative elicitors, the pattern of participants’ responses did not support a group
conflict perspective.

Consider the results for the negative elicitors in more detail. Frequency analyses of
participants’ responses were significant for the anger elicitors of “be harmed, be it
physically or psychologically, by another and consider this contrary to what ought to be”
and “feel wronged and treated unfairly in a situation”; for the disgust elicitor of
“experience an event that is bad or rotten in nature™; and the fear elicitor of “anticipate
social rejection.” For the anger elicitor of “be harmed, be it physically or psychologically,
by another and consider this contrary to what ought to be.” 61.7% of the xz statistic was
contributed by the pattern of participants’ selecting a low-status individual as the
originator. For the angry elicitor of “feel wronged and treated unfairly in a situation,”
76.8% of the xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants’ selecting a low-
status individual as the originator. For the disgust elicitor of “experience an event that is
bad or rotten in nature,” 79.0% of the xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of
participants’ selecting a low-status individual as the originator. For the fear elicitor of
“anticipate social rejection,” 72.0% of the ) statistic was contributed by the pattern of

participants’ selecting a low-status individual as the originator while 26.5% of the xz
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statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants’ selecting a high-status individual as
the originator. Frequency analyses of participants’ responses were not significant for the
three negative elicitors of “be threatened by physical harm in an unfamiliar or
unpredictable environment” (fear elicitor), “not get something that he/she had wanted or
wished for” (sadness elicitor), and “have experienced an undesirable event” (sadness
elicitor).

Perceived cause of the surprise elicitor. The xl statistic on the pattern of
participants’ responses as to the originator of the surprise elicitor “encounter an
unexpected circumstance caused by another” of Set A was not significant (see Table 18).
As such, participants’ pattern of responses when a low- or a high-status individual were
described as having encountered the surprise elicitor of Set A were inconsistent with a
group conflict perspective.

Expectations of perceived cause of the positive elicitors. From a group conflict
perspective, the expectation for the cause of positive elicitors was for a same status group
member. More specifically, when a positive elicitor was described as having occurred to a
high-status individual, the expectation from a group conflict perspective was that people
would be more likely to endorse the choice of another high-status individual as the
originator of the elicitor than would be expected by chance. In contrast, when a positive
elicitor was described as having occurred to a low-status individual, the expectation from
a group conflict perspective was that people would be more likely to endorse the choice of
another low-status individual as the originator of the elicitor than would be expected by

chance.
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Perceived cause of the positive elicitors. Overall, results for the positive elicitors of

happiness and love of Set A were somewhat consistent with expectations derived from the
group contflict perspective (see Table 18). Consider that for three of the four positive
elicitors a significant same status effect emerged. Participants’ responses suggested that
given the happiness elicitor of “receive respect” of Set A, participants were more likely to
perceive a high-status individual as more likely to have caused this elicitor to another high-
status individual than to a low-status individual. For the two love elicitors. participants’
responses suggested that given these two love elicitors of “enjoy exceptionally good
communication with a special other person” and “be attracted (physically and/or
psychologically) to another” participants were more likely to perceive a high-status
individual as more likely to have caused this elicitor to another high-status individual than
to a low-status individual. In addition, given these same two love elicitors participants
were more likely to perceive a low-status individual as more likely to have caused this
elicitor to another low-status individual than to a high-status individual. For the remaining
happiness elicitor, the pattern of participants’ responses did not support a group conflict
perspective.

Consider the results for the positive elicitors in more detail. Frequency analyses of
participants’ responses were significant for high- and low-status individuals described as
taced with the happiness elicitor of “receive respect”; and the love elicitors of *““enjoy
exceptionally good communication with a special other person™ and “be attracted
(physically and/or psychologically) to another.” Consider first the results for the happiness
elicitor. For the happiness elicitor of “receive respect,” 82.0% of the xz statistic was

contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a high-status individual as the
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originator. For the love elicitor of “enjoy exceptionally good communication with a special
other person,” 51.6% of the xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants
selecting a high-status individual as the originator while 43.3% of the xl statistic was
contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a low-status individual as the
originator. For the love elicitor of “be attracted (physically and/or psychologically) to
another,” 59.8% of the Xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants selecting
a high-status individual as the originator while 32.8% of the xz statistic was contributed
by the pattern of participants selecting a high-status individual as the originator. Frequency
analyses of participants’ responses were not significant for the happiness elicitor of *“get
something that he/she wanted or had worked hard for.”

Set B

Expectations of perceived cause of the negative and surprise elicitors. In terms of

the group conflict perspective the expectation for both the negative and surprise elicitors
of Set B were similar to those of Set A.

Perceived cause of the negative elicitors. Overall. results for the negative elicitors

of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness of Set B were mainly inconsistent with expectations
derived from the group conflict perspective (see Table 19). Consider that for only one of the
seven negative elicitors of Set B did a significant cross-status effect emerge. The
significant effect emerged for the disgust elicitor of “encounter a situation in which
someone else did something physically repulsive,” participants responses suggested that
they perceived a high-status individual as more likely to have caused this disgust elicitor to
a low-status individual than to another high-status individual. In addition, participants

responses suggested that they perceived a low-status individual as more likely to have
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caused this disgust elicitor to a high-status individual than to another low-status individual.
For the six remaining negative elicitors, the pattern of participants’ responses did not
support a group conflict perspective.

Consider the results for the negative elicitors in more detail. Frequency analyses of
participants’ responses were significant only in the case of the disgust elicitor of
“encounter a situation in which someone else did something physically repulsive.” For this
disgust elicitor, 57.6% of the xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants
selecting a high-status individual as the originator while 42.1% of the x2 statistic was
contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a low-status individual as the
originator. Frequency analyses of participants’ responses were not significant for the angry
elicitors of “find that his/her execution of a plan or attainment of a goal is interfered with
by another” and “be wronged in a situation and consequently lose status or respect”; the
fear elicitors of “anticipate losing control or competence” and “face a possible loss or a
failure”; and the sadness elicitors of “be in unfortunate circumstances and be helpless to
change them” and “have experienced social rejection or exclusion.”

Perceived cause of the surprise elicitor. Participants’ perceptions of the cause of
the surprise elicitor “‘encounter a new, unfamiliar situation caused by another” were
consistent with a group conflict perspective (see Table 19). Participants’ responses
suggested that they perceived a low-status individual as more likely to have caused this
surprise elicitor to a high-status individual than to another low-status individual. In
addition, participants’ responses suggested that they perceived a high-status individual as
more likely to have caused this surprise elicitor to a low-status individual than to another

high-status individual. More specifically, frequency analyses of participants’ responses of
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this surprise elicitor indicated that 55.4% of the xl statistic was contributed by the pattern
of participants selecting a low-status individual as the originator while 44.6% of the xz
statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a high-status individual as
the originator.

Expectations of perceived cause of the positive elicitors. In terms of the group
conflict perspective the expectation for the cause of positive elicitors of Set B were similar
to those of Set A.

Perceived cause of the positive elicitors. Overall, results for the positive elicitors of
happiness and love of Set B were consistent with expectations derived from a group
contlict perspective (see Table 19). Participants’ responses suggested that given the
positive elicitors of Set B, participants were more likely to have perceived a low-status
individual as more likely to have caused each of these positive elicitors to another low-
status individual than to a high-status individual. In addition, participants responses
suggested that given the positive elicitors of Set B, participants were more likely to have
perceived a high-status individual as more likely to have caused each of these positive
elicitors to another high-status individual than to a low-status individual.

Consider the results of the positive elicitors of Set B in more detail. Frequency
analyses of participants’ responses were significant for the happiness elicitors of “find
things have turned out better than expected” and “be accepted by others”; and the love
elicitors of ““share a lot of time or special experiences with a special other person” and
“feel open and trusting in another person’s presence.” Consider first the results for the
happiness elicitors. For the happiness elicitor of “find things have turned out better than

expected,” 48.1% of the xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants
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selecting a low-status individual as the originator while 47.6% of the xz statistic was
contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a high-status individual as the
originator. For the happiness elicitor of “be accepted by others,” 55.7% of the XZ statistic
was contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a low-status individual as the
originator while 31.8% of the xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants
selecting a high-status individual as the originator. For the love elicitor of “share a lot of
time or special experiences with a special other person,” 51.7% of the xz statistic was
contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a low-status individual as the originator
while 36.8% of the xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a
high-status individual as the originator. For the love elicitor of “feel open and trusting in
another person’s presence,” 54.9% of the xz statistic was contributed by the pattern of
participants selecting a low-status individual as the originator while 35.6% of the xz
statistic was contributed by the pattern of participants selecting a high-status individual as
the originator.
Discussion

Overall. the results for the negative and surprise elicitors of Sets A and B differed
from those of the positive elicitors of Sets A and B.
Negative elicitors

Consider first the resuits for the negative elicitors. In sum, of the 14 relevant
comparisons for the negative elicitors, only five revealed cross-status effects. Analyses
revealed few cross-status effects wherein the cause of an event to one person was
perceived by participants to have been a member of the other status group. Consider the

few cross-status effects that did emerge. Of the negative elicitors of Set A, participants
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perceived a cross-status effect to exist for high- and low-status individuals described as
having encountered the two anger elicitors of “be harmed, be it physically or
psychologically, by another and consider this contrary to what ought to be” and “feel
wronged and treated unfairly in a situation™; for the one disgust elicitor of “experience an
event that is bad or rotten in nature”; and for one of the two the fear elicitors, that is,
“anticipate social rejection.” Of the negative elicitors of Set B, participants perceived a
cross-status effect to exist when high- and low-status individuals were described as having
encountered the one disgust elicitor of “encounter a situation in which someone else did
something physically repulsive.” These five results were consistent with a group conflict
perspective wherein the expectation following a negative elicitor was for cross-status
effects. Participants did not perceive a cross-status effect to exist for high- and low-status
individuals described as having encountered the two anger elicitors of Set B, one of the
two fear elicitors of Set A, both fear elicitors of Set B, and the two sadness elicitors of Set
A, and the two sadness elicitors of Set B. Overall, the findings for the negative elicitors
are not consistent with a group conflict perspective.
Surprise elicitors

Consider next the surprise elicitors of Sets A and B. Results indicated that
participants perceived the surprise elicitor of Set B, “encounter a new, unfamiliar situation
caused by another,” to have been caused by a cross-status individual, thereby the group
conflict perspective was supported. The result for the surprise elicitor of Set A,
“‘encounter an unexpected circumstance caused by another,” was not significant, thereby
the group conflict perspective was not supported. As such, the results for the surprise

elicitors did not provide overwhelming support for a group conflict perspective.
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Positive elicitors

Consider next the ratings for the positive elicitors of Sets A and B. In summary,
when a positive elicitor was described as having occurred to a low- or a high-status
individual, participants’ responses indicated they perceived seven of the eight positive
elicitors in Sets A and B to have originated from a same status group member. As such,
the results for the positive elicitors of Sets A and B were mainly in keeping with a group
conflict perspective.

Conclusion

In conclusion, results for the negative and surprise elicitors of Sets A and B
demonstrated few cross-status effects. Overall, results for the positive elicitors were in
favor of a group conflict perspective. When a positive elicitor was described as having
been encountered by high- and low-status individuals participants perceived same status
individuals as more likely to have been the cause in seven of the eight analyses.

In concert, the results for Study 4 were not consistent with a group conflict
perspective. From a group conflict perspective it would be expected that when negative
and surprise events occur the cause is perceived to be an individual from the other status
group. This was not systematically observed in Study 4. In most instances, results from
Study 4 did not indicate that participants perceived members of the opposite status groups
to be the cause of negative and surprise elicitors. As such, participants did not perceive
that group conflict existed between the high- and low-status groups as described in Study
4. Indeed, there was no evidence provided for such conflict. In addition, it would be
expected from a group conflict perspective that when a positive event occurs, an

individual from the same status group would be perceived as the cause. In Study 4, the
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results for the positive elicitors were in favor of a group conflict perspective.

Given the discrepancy in the group conflict perspective’s ability to account for the
outcomes for the positive elicitors, as compared to the negative and surprise elicitors, an
alternate explanation for participants’ perceptions of the cause of the positive elicitors is
offered. It would seem plausible to offer the explanation that greater expression of positive
elicitors intra-group comes as a result of the high degree of proximity and interaction
between members of one’s own group. Same group members have favorable attitudes
towards one another (Hamilton, 1979), treat one another as equal (Wilder, 1986), judge
each other as possessing positive traits (Hamilton, 1979; Wilder, 1981; 1986), and as
possessing similar beliefs (Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Leyens, Yzerbyt, & Schadron, 1994:
Smith, 1993; Wilder, 1981; 1984; 1986). Similar attitudes have been found to lead to
attraction between people (Newcomb, 1956; see also Cappella & Palmer, 1990). In
addition, similarity of attitudes leads to individuals experiencing positive affect while
discrepancy between attitudes leads to individuals experiencing negative affect (cf.
Newcomb, 1961; Orive, 1988). Because people are most interested in having others
validate their own views they are more likely to turn to those they believe share similar
attitudes (cf. Baron & Byrne, 1997). Mutual liking and positive interpersonal behavior are
greater between individuals where positive evaluation exists (cf. Curtis & Miller, 1986).

General Discussion

Results of the studies of the present research will be briefly reviewed. Implications that

emerged as a consequence of the findings in these studies will then be addressed.

Results of Study 1

Study 1 addressed how an individual’s status level affects people’s perceptions as
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to how likely that individual will encounter different emotion-eliciting situations. Consider
the results of the elicitors for the negative emotions and surprise. People perceived that
high- as compared to low-status individuals are less likely to be exposed to those
situations which elicit anger, disgust, fear, sadness, and surprise. These results are
consistent with the notion that high- relative to low-status individuals have more prestige
(Kemper, 1978) and have more power to control their own and others’ outcomes (Dépret
& Fiske, 1993). These results are also congruent with the notion that an individual of
high-status is more privileged (Kemper, 1978) and more likely to hold better social
positions.

Consider next the results of the elicitors for the positive emotions. Results were as
expected for the happiness elicitors and consistent with those for the negative elicitors in
that people perceived high- relative to low-status individuals as more likely to encounter
those situations which elicit happiness. The results for the love elicitors were mainly
congruent with expectations that participants’ would perceive high- and low-status
individuals as equally likely to encounter a love elicitor. The results for the love elicitors
are consistent with work that has found love relationships to be defined between
individuals of a same status group (Argyle, 1994). As such, the occurrence of a love
elicitor is not considered by people to be necessarily determined by one’s social standing.
In conclusion, results from Study 1 suggest that people perceive lower status individuals
as more likely to encounter negative events and less likely to encounter happy events. In
addition, peoples’ perceptions that there exists an increased likelihood of low- relative to
high-status individuals encountering a surprise elicitor is consistent with the view that

lower status individuals are perceived to wield less control over their own and others’














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































